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.. LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL -

CoMMITTEE.ON EDUCATION aAND LABOR,
’ , U.S. HoUSE oF REPRESENTATIVES;

U - Washington, D.C; March 15, 1983.
Hon. CARL PERKINS; o o
Chairman, Committee on Education and Labor,
Washington;, D.C. e

DeArR MR. CHAIRMAN. The staff of the Subcommittee on Postsec-
sndary Education recently reviewed all of the programs within the

Subcommittee’s jurisdiction and analyzed the impact of the Presi-

dent’s fiscal year 1984 budget recommendations on those programs.
That report and analysis is enclosed: T
_The report comes to several conclusions régarding the Adminis-

tration’s recommeridations affecting higher education, arts, human-
ities and museum programs and library funding: * -

The Administration’s student aid recommendations represent
major_policy recommendations, riot budgetary changes, which are
more appropriately considered in the Higher Education Act reauth-
orization process; and the, proposed elimination of funding for most
of the discretionary programs, including a major reduction in fund-
ing for the TRIO programs; are both unwise and ill-timed; .

- The funding recommendations for the National Endownment for

the Arts; the National Endowment for the Humanities; and the In-

stitute for Museum Services, while not as draconiar' as the fiscal
1981 and 1982 proposals; are still unacceptable; and . ... __
_The proposed elimination of funding for college and public librar-

ies would substantially erode this Nation’s effort to encourage aca-

-demic pursuit and expand the availability of knowledge to all our

citizens. ] ) . o L S

I believe the report and analysis will be very helpful to new
members of the Committee on Education and Labor; new members
of Congress in general, and those members who are less familiar
with the Subcommittee’s programs: I would like to have the er-
closed report and budget analysis printed for distribution to Com-
mittee members and our colleagues. in the House. I hope it will be
useful to the Committee as we consider the President’s budget rec-
ommendation and establish priorities for allocating the Federal
governiieiit’s limited resources.

Cordially, :
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ST?,\FF,BEPQRT,,,ASQ,,FiSCAL,,YEAR,1984 BUDGET ANALYSIS 617* ffzo-
_ GRAMs UNDER THE JURISDICTION OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON PosT-
™~ SsECONDPARY EbUcCATiON : .

o JURISDICTION
. The Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education has general juris-
diction over legislation relating to education beyond the high

school level and arts and humanities and related legislation. Spe-

cifically, the jurisdiction covers the Higher Education Act, Titie VI

of the National Defense Education Act, the National Foundation
on the Arts and the Humanities Act; the Museum Services Act, the
Arts and Artifacts Indemnity Act, Library Services and Construc- .

tion Act, the Harry S. Truman Memorial Scholarship Act; legisla-
tion dealing with. Howard University, and (concurrently with other
subcommittees) the General Education Provisions Act, Title XI of
the Education Amendments of 1972, and sther legislation within
the jurisdiction of the Committee on Education and Labor which
has implications for postsecondary educatioi. Under the provisions
of clause 2(b) and Rule X, the subcommittee has special oversight
responsibility with regard to domestic educutional programs and
student financial assistance within the jurisdiction of other com-
mittees; including; but not limited to, the operations of various vet-
erans’ educational programs, health professions education __pro-
grams and Law Enforcement Assistance Administration—(LEAA)
education programis. N T

ACCREDITATION

. The process of institutional accreditation dat the postsecondary
level is largely handled by regional accrediting associations and
specialized accrediting bodies: The specialized accrediting bodies
cover a broad range of academic disciplines (law; medicine and ar-
chitecture), trades (cosmetology; mortuary science @and secretarial
science) and miscellaneous types of institutions beyond high school;
e.g. home study, bible colleges; etc: In many cases, accreditation is
tied to state licensure, receipt of Federal student aid funds; etc. .

__The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancemerit of Teaching’s
recent study “The Control of the Campus—A Report on the Gover-
nance of Higher Education” contains several findings with respect
to accreditation. Although the word is familiar to most people; the

mean, import and process are largely unknown beyond the halls of
academe. Importantly, what most people outside of academe think
accreditation is; and what it really is may be two entirely different
things! o e - i
" _The accreditation issue has been reviewed.twice in the recent

past by House subcommittees, most recently in 1974 and 1979, in
connection with the 1980 Higher Education Act reauthorization:-
’ : S (D
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Two issiis aré of-special concern: (1) the role of the Federal goy-
ernment in recognizing accrediting agencies and the impact of this
“recognition” on postsecondary institutions; and (2) the relation-

ship between accreditation and institutionfl eligiblity for Federal
funds; especially student aid.
Issues in the 98th Congress o S

The Subcommittee held hearings on February 8 and 10, 1983 and

received testimony 3
Boyer, President of the Carnegie Foundation (and former Commis-
sioner of Education), the American Council on Education and the
Council on Postsecondary Accreditation. The subcommittee also
heard from two regional,,éss6’(:’i,étibﬂiisjntji7ie_s’pecjalized, adcrediting
body and the New York State Commissioner of Education which is

from the.Secretary of Education, Dr. Ernest

the only state which accredits its own postsecondary institutions.

" The Subcommittee may consider legislation, during the Higher
Education Act reauthorization process; ‘which would modify the-

current law. Options which might be considered include: (1) adop-
tion of the Carnegie. Foundation recommendation _regarding the
current responsibility of ‘the Secretary of Education to approve cer-
tain accrediting bodies: (2) clarification of the current law as sug-
gested during hearings before the Subcommittee on Postsecondary

Education in 1979 (see Reauthorizatiqng of the Higher Education

Act and_Related Measures, Part 8, 96th Congress, 1st Session at
300); and (3) repeal of the current law and removal of the Federal
-government from the accreditation procéss eritirely:

7 ArTs, HUMANITIES; MUSEUMS
_ The National Endowment for the Arts (NEA), and the National

Endowrment for the Humanities (NEH) were:established as inde-
= pendent agencies in 1965 by the National Foundation on Arts and

i Humanities Act. During reauthorieation of the Act in 1976, the In-

%] stitute of Museum Services (IMS) was created by the Museum Serv-
* jces Act. In fiscal year 1982, the Institute ‘was' transferred (in the
Interior Appropriations.Act) from the Department of-Education_to

the National Foundation as the third independent_agency under
Foundation statutes. All three agencies have a mandate to advance

and disseminate the nation’s artistic and humanities resources.

Recognition and. appreciation of the arts community has_devel-
oped quite measurably since the establishment of NEA in 1965. At
that tims business support of the arts was $21 million, annually.
Because most NEA grants must be matched by private funds, arts
organizations turned to businesses and individuals to meet the
matching requirements. Each year that the Endowment budget has

increased, so too have business and private contributions, to_the
arts. By last year, United States. businesses contributed over $469

million to arts organizations nationwide. There are dozens of pro-
fessional opera companies and hundreds of eommunity opera com-
_ panies from coast to coast; a direct result of interest and support to
the arts community as a whole from NEA and private sources. The
numbers of museums and arts centers have increased dramatically

in the past fifteen years. All of this; in large part, because the Na-
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tional Endowment for the Arts was there providing the catalytic
funds for community support. = = .

Many institutional grants are awarded on the basis of the organi-
zation attructing private dollars through Challenge Grants—usual-
ly on a ratio of §3 private to $1 public. The leverage provided by
these public funds has resulted in greater community involvement
and a substantial increase over the last 15 years in corporate; pri- :
vate. foundation and individual contribtitions in the area of arts
and humanities. S S . .

. The National Endowment for the Humanities has a lower profile,
but as significant an impact as the NEA. Scholarship and transla-
tions; public broadcasting specials on American history and other

disciplines in the humanities, as well as touring exhibitions such as
Tutankhomen are supported by NEH: - S

__The smallest of the agencies, IMS is charged with filling a gap in
areas less attractive to private donors: The Institute is: responsible
for operations and maintenance funding for museums—from teia-
perature control facilities to increased security:

FUNDING

{Dallar amaints in millians; fiscal years)

‘,1934' ) e
1981 1982 1983 President’s curren committee
_policy réconiien.

request estimate dation

NER. .. . $15856 §14304 §14387 §12500  $1507  SIGAS
NEH.....ccorrie 15129 13056 13056  112.20 1420 1585,
M. o 1285 15 108 1152 114 13.49

v Transfer of gnased iscal 1982 funding biings available funas lor liscal 1983 1o $11.52 for iMS.

proposed 50% reduction in fiscal 1982) and the elimination of IMS,;
These proposals were all rejected by Congress.
_ The fiscal 1984 proposai for the Endowments reflects a reduction
from.current funding, but less of 4 cut than in previous years.
NEA’s proposed redu-tion is 13%; NEH’s proposed Teduction is
. 14%:. IMS funding would remain level urder the President’s
budget. ) ] _ S
While this proposal is a change in direction in Administration

policy, the dollar amounts for these agancics is still small for the
role they play. L1 i oIz e -
- The amount of program funds available for NEA will drop from

#101 million in fiscal 1983 to $86 million in fiscal 1984. The reduc-

tions are fairly evenly spread among NEA programs. To have a

clear_idea of what $15 million can mean to the Arts Endowment
and the communities it serves, that $15 million represents more

than all NEA programs to bring performances to rural areas and
the inner city. It opresents 240 City -Arts grants for cultural
events planned by, and reflecting the character and resources of

cities: It represents 1200 literature fellowships which in the past
have included writers such as Maxine Hong Kingston (Woman
Warrior, China Men). It represents more than all literature pro-
grams which support small presses and the publication of books
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such” as Confederacy of Dunces. The $15 million represents all

media arts programs, including support for the American Film In-
stitute and the entire museum program combined. The impéct of

such a sum is immense in the arts world..____ .

¢ Thé §18 million drop in programs for NEH is most heavily ear-

marked for General Programis and state-based programs. While the
dollar amount i in itself a large proportion of NEH funds, the con-
contration on these two divisions will disproportionately withdraw
funding for programs in museums, the media and special programs
such as Youthgrants. = — - .
~ State-based programs, which rely on Federal funding for making
grants which reflect state interests, resuurces and priorities would

be cutkéby 95%. Unlike state arts .councils, the state humanities

councils rarely receive state revenues and are more dependent on

m NEH. The fiscal plight of most states make it highly

SUppOFK

unliKely that support can be made up through state appropriations. -

" Matching programs, especially Challenge Grants will cortinue to

be fully funded at both NEA and NEH: This program requires :

matching funds and has becn extremely successful in leveraging

3

private support for performing companies, libraries and even uni--

versities. It is the smaller programs where private support is not
feasible which will feel the impact o° the reductions the most
gtiongly: : . I : -

'Federal participation in. arts and humanities programs has

always been a small part of the total national investment. Howev-

er, with support from the NEA and NEH, the amount of private

giving; the interest of states and commaunities, and access and in-

terest in the arts and humanities have flourished. = :

The reductions in arts and humanities funds are not significant
within the total Federal budget: But they make a statement about
national interest and priorities which will have a ripple' effect in
state, community -and private support. NEA and NEH grants,
while furthering the quality and accessibility of the arts and hu-
manities, are also good business. It has been estimated -that for

every $1 spent on the arts, for example, that $4 is spent on other
businesses such as transportation, restaurants and lodging.

e b racent study available was released in February 1983

and examined-cultural spending in the New York atea. Cultural

activities in New York pump $5.6 billion into the ecoromy and gen-

erate over 100,000 jobs: This includes a wide range of elements in
the economy from cab drivers to the makers of ballet shoes. So
many States rank tourism among their top. industries, from Massa-
chusetts to Hawaii, that the impact of cultural spending is far from
minimal. But with even minimal cuts in Federal support, state,
local and private spending will retrench and the repercussions in a
recession economy can only be negative.’ ; '

., CIVIL RIGHTS ENFORCEMENT

‘The Subcommittee has_direct legislative and. oversight responsi-.

bility for Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 'and over-

sight responsibility with_the House dJudiciary Subcommittee on —

Civil and Constitutional Rights with respect to those civil rights

laws which impact on higher education institutions. Of special con-

o
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cern to the Subcommittee are the Department of Education’s en-
forcement responsibilities under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of

~-1964 -and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. The Depart-
- ment’s Office for_Civil Rights (and its predecessor. in the Depart-
ment of Health; Education and Welfare) havé been defendants in

litigation since 1970 (Adams v. Richardson now Adams V. Bell).’

The litigation focuses on the Department’s failure to timely process
ggml';)jgjhts’ and to carry out its enforcement responsibility -under
the law:. . . L A }
__On Friday, March 11, 1983 U.S. District Judge John Pratt reject-
ed attempts by the Education and Labor Departments to abolish
the five-year-old Adams time frames governing investigation of
civil rights complaints against colleges and- universities. Although
~ he failed to find the departments in contempt, as requested by the
plaintiffs, he did adopt their recommendations that: (1) investiga-
tions be completed ninety days after receiving a complaint; (2) set-
tlement. negotiations with postsecondary institutions be completed
within 180 days; (3) and enforcement action be -taken, if negessary,
within the next thirty days. The judge’s order, for all pragtical puir-
poses, halts any attempt on the part of the Department to elimi-
nate or reduce staffing in the Office for Civil Rights. =~ =
Coordination for Gection 504 enforcement has been under the ju-

risdiction of the Justice Department since it was transferred from
the Department of Education by Presidential Grder in November
1980. The Justice Department is in the process of rewriting the reg-
ulation. Drafts of a proposal circulated last summer met with wide
criticismn _from the public and the Congress because tivil rights pro-
tections for handicapped.children and adults in the area of educa-
tion were weakened significantly. A new proposal is expected to be
released within the next month:.

.The Subcommiittee held hearings during the 97th Congress on

March 12; 18 and 19 on the enforcement policies of the Department
of Education and the Department of Justice concernirg Title IX.

Titte IX assures equal opportunity for students regardless of

gender in schools receiving Federal financiai aid. The impetus for
the Subcommittee hearings on Title IX was the Department of Jus-
tice’s decision .not to appeal in Grove City College v. Bell on the
basis that the federal program of Guaranteed Student. Loans did
not constitute Federal financial aid for the purpose of enforcing
Title IX. While the topic focuses on the policy of enforcement based
on the redefinition of Federal financial aid, the -entire policy of
civil rights enforcement by the Department of Education through
the Justice Department was brought.into question.

. EQUIVALENCY PROGRAM (HEP) 4
- The HEP and CAMP programs began in 1967 and were trans-
ferred to the Department of Education from the Department of

COLLEGE ASSISTANCE_MIGRANT PROGRAM (CAMP) HIGHER EDUCATION

Eabor in 1980 _under the Denartment of Education Organization
Act (P.L. 96-88). The programs address the educational needs of
migrant worker children and young adults: The HEP portion of the
program offers residential high school equivalency training as well as
motivation and counseling for further studies at the college level.

18-759 O—83——2 Jd
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Most migrant. children are early school drop outs and often fage .
language barriers ‘that an immersion-type, residential remedial

campus-based and offers remedial, tutorial, counseling-and finan-

cial support in the critical first year of college to migrant and sea-
sonal farmworkers. Although small, these programs contribute to

economic growth by increasing the earnings cap city and tax
paying ability of its participants. Both programs have

tremely sucCessful in graduating migrant students with a high
school equivalency degrees and in motivating these students to far-
ther their education. Those who do enter ‘postsecondary-institutions
have achieved bdth undergraduate degteég,,and Certificates and

have been able to continue through graduate training. For exam-
ple; one of the first CAMP students at the St. Edwart s University

program in_Texas is currently in medical school, 'an_opportunity
which would have been unavailable without spécial programs
aimed at children of migrant families. ..
" A 1980 study of the HEP and CAMP programs concluded that

both. programs were highly successful in” their_educational goals
and in breaking th& cycle of migrant children themselves becoming
migrant workers at Iow 'income levels; in poor health conditions
and with little chance of seeing improved opportunities for their
children. Fully 80% of HEP participants compléte their equiva-
lency training successfully. This compares with estimates that 90%
of migrant children_do not complete high school. CAMP programs
. have also been rated as very successful, with drop out rates report-
ed from various participating institutions between 12 and 33 per-
cent, with the average closer to the 12% rate. Grade point averages
for CAMP students are reported at about a C4+ or B—'in the first

year with students taking a full course load. Graduation rates vary

by_institytion, but St. Edwards University, a good _example of a

long-termi CAMP program, has a graduation rate of CAMP partici-
pants of 50%. 7
- L. FUNDING FOR HEP/CAMP

= {Doliar amounts 1n millions; fiscal years)

¥

.- __N\ o

< - 138¢

et T TR

1981 1982 1983 Prsdeals  curent oiuee
) request  policy “tion_

-

§ii i ‘w5 0§19 979
: 35 (® 5 3 @
........ 2664 2776 92800 w3 2800 22,800

Programs
Paticipants 1

; Rescrssion of all $7.5 requested. .
,,,,s,ﬁ@‘a&?"é?éfg,s;n& fo small buigel, garees. el the costge piet 210 Gosl_ et stutent served is decteasing under curcent
Adrifistration policy. Carrent services would be expanded even without increased dollars over fiscal 1983. .

__The President has requested no FY 1984 funding for HEP‘and
CAMP and rescission of the $7.3 million whi h Congress appropri-
ated in FY 1983. The Committee oppgses bgﬂ? recommendations as
counterproductive and injurious to the economy. The impact of the
elimination of HEP/CAMP would mean over 2,800 migrant youth
wauld not be served: The impact often goes far beyond the individ-
ual student served by acting as a catalyst to other family members

Fouma
e
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to partncnpate in; tradmonal (xED programs, or _to contnnue school
The probability. of migrafit youth returning to-the cycle of seasonal
farm work and below poverty incomes without the education oppor-
tunities provided by HEPZCAMR is overwhelming:

COLLEGE HOUSING LOAN PROGRAM

should be ‘nade in. the upcoming fiscal year. Instead monies cur-
rently available for the program would be transferred to the Gov-
ernment. National Mortgage Association to_be used for the retire-
ment - of olitstanding . participation certificates. The Congress,
through the aporoprna’tnons process sxmply recycles the funds ob—

tinu1ng help in constructing and renovatnng college facxlmes Much

of the money that has been allocated;in the past few years has
gone to such.uses as..installing safety ‘features and energy saving

devices in older buildings that were deteriorating. The more than
1,500 institutions that kave applied for loans under the program in-
dicate the serioﬁsnéss\of the need that currently exists.
Considering the fact\that funds for leans come from a revolving

l'und of prev1ously repald loans and that the government collects )

program does not withstand careful scrutiny. If campus facnllpnes,
are not properly maintained now, the result will be. even greater’
costs in the future—with_the potentlal for new dlrect. approprn-

ations for lntle VII, Facilities and Constructlon

FUNDING FOR THE COLLEGE HOUSING LOAN PROGRAM

.

(Dcnar amounls n mnl.ons hscal yravsl

' ’ T E o ge. Toee 1984
-~ : 198 1982 1983 . Pesents  uetl  Sommie
. - request estimate ! dation
College Rousing appiopivos : §150  S400 47 $400 - 0 . tae -§7500,
Amount 1n revolving fund . $265 8 §2327 sie22 7 - 0 - $150.00  $150.00
Number of recipients . . 1200 - 2440 210 o) "

LY I deoRram s not subject 1o a2 uecl JDulopnahon Funds wom from enshng Ieans are annually vecycled undev auhonly DIOVIdt‘d n_ lhe
‘

Jppeoguiatans Brocess . :
<10 dte L : .
Nt Jaabie

o
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‘; COOPERATIVE EDUCATION

v "‘he—Reagan budget for FY 1984 proposes.that. fundmgffur the co-
operat;ve education program be rescinded for FY 1923 and that no

new funding be made available for FY 1984:. The Department.of

* Education budget document makes no mention of the fact that his

is an employment-related program which permits stuclents to work

fae )
Hv‘ .
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work experience. Although no rationale is given for the rescission
and elimination of funding, a similar proposal was put forth last
year. At that time, the Administration said that private sources
would replace the reduced Federal aid. There was no basis in fact
for that conclusion, and there is none apparent now. While the pro-

gram is a successful and popular one, with reduced. budgets and
ever shrinking education dollars available to institutions—in most

their ‘way through school while obtaining valuable private sector

cases it would be impossible for the program to continue without

Federal support. If Federal monies were to be removed, most of the
programs would cease to =xist and over 200,000 students who cur-
rently pay for their education tirough the _program would_be
denied both a source of income and. a valuable learring experience.

The purpose of the program—stimulating the development of
programs where postsecondary. é,tjjdép;t,sfalterga,t,emperit}ds of em-
ployment with periods of academic study—appears to be totally

consistent with the Administration’s goals of increasing opportuni-

ties for students to earn their way through college. Elimination of

the program seems antithetical to other statemente from the Ad-
ministration and to the dramatic increase in ‘College’ Work Study
monies which the Administration is proposing because the program
encourages students to work. As Roy Wooldridge, Vice President

for Cooperative Education at Northeastern University, recently ex- -
pressed during the Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education’s FY :

1984 Budget Impact, Hearings: =~ __
“Mr. Chairman, I believe the Admtnistration is pursuing t,hgrcor-

rect course, in seeking to make Americans more independent, more
self-sufficient, and 'less dependent upon the federal government;
and in striving for reduced government spending and greater pri-
vate sector involvement. However, in eliminating support for coop;
erative education the Administration is acting contrary to this
course of action since cobperative éducation is one educational pro-
gram that embraces the basic elements desired by the Administra-
tion. . . . o o

My belief is based on the following facts: > = = a«
 “In a time. of growing concern over the preparation of tur.work-
force and the quality of our education system, cooperative educa-

tion produces experienced, ’—rjelev'antly trained, highly employable
.college graduates for industry . . . :

In the process of obtaining this practical and timely college edu-

cation, cooperative education students can use their own earnings
to finance most of their college expensés. Unlike other means of
student - financial assistance; cooperative education is neither a
loan, a dole, nior a make-work program . . .

The 260,000 cooperative education stiid;pt’s in pﬁoﬁétéécghﬂagy edu-

federal income taxes and

cation earn $1 billion per year. Through

social security contributions; approximately 10% or $100 million is
returned to the federal treasury each year by these students. Obvi-
ously, this more than offsets the current appropriation of $14.4 mil-
lion in the fiscal 1983 budget. - . - o .

Beyond its important financial aid aspect, cooperative edy

_ Beyor Nication
gives young people direction and purpose in the pursuit o} their
education : : -

K

N

8!

>



;
- Employers find that hiring cooperative education students Sig-
nificantly lowers recruiting costs, improves the retention rates of

college graduates, and assists in accomplishing affirmative action

gO&lS ce e . - - S
__Of significant importance are the benefits of cooperative educa-

tion to society. Cooperative education is the reinforcement of the
American work ethic. It builds in young people a respect for work
and for the value of money earned through wark.

FUNDING FOR COOPERATIVE EUUCATION

[Dollar amounts 1n milions. fiscal years|

1984 1984 iéﬁf&e

381 487 President's urreat commitiee
181 1982 1983 PreSden’s gl recommen
estimate dation

Funding e 333 sua
Programs g 235 130 ()
Pasticipants e e 10,000 65,000 )]

" Hat vaiable

The Administration’s FY 1983 rescission and request for no fund-

ing in FY 1984 are strongly opposed by the Committee. Rather

‘than eliminating Federal funding for this valuable work-related,
ent building and revenue generating program—it should

employmet
.be restored to the FY 1981 level and expanded. ©

FUND FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION
_The Find for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education
(FIPSE), authorized in 1972, functions as a grant-making agency -
within the Department of Education to improve postsecondary edu-
cational opportunities. The Fiund was modeled after the National

Science Foundation to encourage innovation in postsecondary edu-
cation. The Fund has eight legislatively-mandated purposes includ-
ing encouraging reform and. innovation and providing equal oppor-
tunity; the creation of institutions and programs leading to new
patns of career and professional training; the establishment of in-
stitutions and programs based on the technology of communication;
internal structural and operational changes in institutions of
higher education; the design and introduction of cost-effective
methods of institution and operation; the introdiction of reforms to
expand opportunities for entering and reentering postsecondary in-
stitutions; reform in graduate education; and creation of programs
to examine the awarding of credentials at_institutions:

A _September 1982 evaluation of FIPSE cites that agency as

“uniquely responsive and nonbureaucratic’’. The same study con-

cluded that the Fund has been very successful in making itself

known, in attracting proposals; in selecting grantees, in meeting its
and, most important, in stimulating improvements at other institu-

tions not receiving FIPSE funding.

.
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FUNDING FOR FIPSE

{Doilar amounts in millons: fiscal years] . .

o g e 19
1981 1982 1983 Preseats
. _policy. _ recomme
qUest " etimate - dation

Amount ’ $135 SIS 17 S50 Sie3 8IS

Projects s 200 205 110 205 (2) it

L Rescisston-request of $5.7 million, allowing only continuafion grants.

2 Not available. .
_ It is important to note that each year FIPSE turns down 97%_of
its applications because not enough funds are available. In 1983,
892 proposals relating to mathematics. and scierice faculty develop-
ment and curriculum improvement were rejected because cf insuf-
ficient funds. In international education, 132 proposals were re-
ceived, but only three coiild be funded: The. President’s FY 1983 re-

scission request would reduce FIPSE funding by $5.7 million and
the FY 1984 request would provide only $6 million in funding. The

proposed FY 1984 budget would virtually eliminate funding for any -
new grants. Approximately half-of FIPSE grants each year are con-
tinuation grants, therefore, with $6 million in fiscal 1984, FIPSE
. would be able to support continuation grants, but would not be

able to support new programs and initiatives.

GRADUATE EDUCATION
_ There are a number. of Federal programs aimed at graduate edu-
cation including provisions of the College Work Study, National
Direct Student Loan and the Guaranteed Student Loan (GSL) pro-

gram, GSLs; in combination with other grants and loans such as
the Health Professions Loan Program (under. the jurisdiction of the

House Committee on Energy and Commerce) account. for the larg-

est dollar volume of Federal support for graduate and professional
students. However, there are a number of smaller programs under
Title IX of the Higher Education Act which suppert graduate stu-.

dents, particulariy women and minorities who have been tradition-

ally underrepresenited in professions requiring advanced degrees.

Graduate and professional opportunities program (GPOP) 7
GPOP provides graduate fellowships to minorities and women to

study in graduate programs for both the masters and doctoral
degree in concentrations where they have been and are underrep-
resented. The program has bgen in operation for the last five fiscal

years and has awarded fellowships in_these approximate propor-
tions: 509 Black, 20% Hispanic, 5% Asian-American, 3% Native
American and 20% White Female:

Public service and mining fellowships i

_ Within graduate training provisions specific areas of study are.
delineated, such as public -service, but have not. always been
funded. Mining and mineral fellowships have not _been awarded

since 1980. All other concentrations are funded but at lower levels.

N‘ <
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Legal training for the disadvantaged (CLEO)
__The Legal Training for the Disadvantaged program provides
access and preparation for minorities who seek to enter-the legal
profession. CLEO involves summer pre-enrollment counseling; aval-
uations and curriculum-reiated courses for minority students who
are about to enter the first year of law school. CLEO students who

receive fheir professional degrees have success rates (74%) meas-
ured by passing of a bar examination, equivalent to their counter-

parts who pursue law school through traditional admissions and
support processes.

Law school clinical experience ..

__The Law School Clinical Experience program provides grants to
accredited law_schools to provide actual experience to their stu-
dents through legal work involving advocacy; counseling; negotiat-

ing for an actual client (in compliance with state laws) or the simu-
lation of cases and legal situations. :
FUNDING FOR GRADUATE EDUCATION

[Dolfar amounts in millions; fiscal years]

' loge B doe
1981 1982 1983 Piesdens  Curent  commitice
request estimate dation

Clinical experience projects....
Funding :

$20 820

YNot avarable.
.. The Committee opposes any reduction in these programs below
the FY 1983 funding levels. Modest increases would caontribute sig-
nificantly to the achievement of parity by women and racial and
national origin minority groups who continue to be underrepre-
sented in the professions; and unrepresented in many graduate dis-
ciplines. .. . ___ . __ . _ . e
_ The President’s FY 1984 budget request affects a number of pro-

grams that benefit graduate students. The most important among

these are the Guaranteed Student Loan Program (GSL), the Na-
tional Direct Student Loan Program (NDSL), and the programs
provided under Title IX of the Higher Education Act—the Gradu-

ate and Professional Opportunities Program (GPOP), public service
and mining fellowships, and the legal training for the disadvan-
taged. Graduate students would have their GSLs reduced by five -
percent under the proposed FY 1984 budget because of an increase -
in the origination fee which is charged students when they borrow
under the program. The GSL origination fee, conceived in 1981 as a
budget savings item during the reconciliation process; was included - -

in the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 as a temporary
cost-saving vehicle. The Administration’s budget would élé’o’_ elimi-

[y
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ate new Federal dollars for the NDSL program which is currently

available to both graduate and undergraduate students. Funding

for programs under Title IX of the Higher Education Act would be
rescinded in FY 1983 and no new funding would be allowed in FY
1984. ,

The. impact. of the reduction in Federal student aid programs
cannot be underestimated. Graduate students wil! be especially af-
fected by the Administration’s proposals because they reduce or

eliminate both need-based programs and loan programs which in

the past have aided as many as 50 percent of all graduate students.

For the 1982-83 academic éear approximately 525,000 graduate stu-
dents borrow under the GSL program; 51,000. participate in the
NDSL program and 1200 students receive awards under GPOP. Re-

ducing and eliminating these programs not only affects those grad-

uate students in need of them for the upcoming school year but
also raises broader social question such as: T
~ The impact of reduced minority enrollment in graduate level pro-
The effect on graduate academic quality and the choice of post-
graduate careers; and T e
” The access to graduate school for students from low-income fami-
lies. S . o
The proposed reductions in undergraduate assistance programs .
also has the potential of negatively affecting graduate schools.
Without the existing programs, minority students and students

from low income families, will never have the opportunity to
attend graduate or professional school. Only the affluent will be

able to. afford higher education. For the 1981-1982 academic year,
65% of the Black and Hispanic students applying for need-based
aid to attend graduate school had received grants in their senior
vear of college. This was true for only 35% of White -applicanits.

urther, 20 to 25 percent of the Black and Hispanic gvplicants bad
also. received Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants
(SEOG) as compared to 10 percent of the White students: -

The President’s proposal to eliminate support for these successful
graduate student programs translates into close to 1;600 students

directly affected: Changes in the Guaranteed Student Loan pro-

gram would widen this number; although it is difficult to estirnate

the number of students who would not attend graduate school, or
who would attend a graduate school on a part-time basis. Further,
the retrenchment of new Federal funds for National Direct Stadent
Loans would make it less likely that graduate students could par-
ticipate in- this program. Over half a million students will be im-
pacted by. changes in these two_loan programs. Retrenchment in
other Federal programs such as health research grants and grants

through agencies such as the National Endowment for the Human-

ities will red- ce the opportunity for graduate students to work on

research pro; ‘ts as paid assistants which provides a needed self-
help component in many graduate students’ budgets. Dr. Anne
Pruitt of Ohio State University, summed up the higher education
community’s reaction to_the proposed elimination of graduate edu-
cation programs very well: - o
“GPOP is an important federal investment in the belief that our

nation is best served by enabling all of its people to achieve educa-

2l
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tional levels that can serve the needs of society. If we wish to im-
plemienit this belief, we will need to continue programs such as
%?OP.’! .
HIGHER EDUCATION FACILITIES LOANS AND INSURANCE

institutions of higher education: The Secretary is authorized; when
specified in an appropriations act, to make direct loans to institu-
tions of higher education: The primary purposes of such assistance
are to aid institutions in: conserving energy; conforming with
health; safety, and environmental protection requirements; remov-
ing architectural barriers to the physically handicapped; detecting

and removing asbestos hazards; provding for unusual increases in
enrollment; and maintaining and expanding the Nation’s research
facilities: Direct. construction loans may cover up to 80 perccnt of a
project’s total development costs. The Education Amendments of
1980 increased the interest rate charged to institutions from three
to four percent. ‘

FUNDING FOR HIGHER EDUCATION FACILITIES LOANS AND INSURANCE

[Dallar amounts in millons; fiscal years]

1984 ..1984
cusrert committee
_policy_  recammen-
estimate dation

1981 1982 1983 President’s
request

Fiiding © S8 $489  $20.143 0 520 $20
Projectst ... —— 2 .0 0 0 e

1 Since 1975, érjig 4 new loans have_been made under this program and those were initited by iné—uggie&'s. 1n 1978, Congress-authorized 2
igans totalling- §7.20 DOOAoﬁeorBema,Umversny and Tulls University. In 1981, Conigress authorized 2 addiional. laans totalling $25,000,000 to

Boston University and Georgetown Untversity.

INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION (TITLE V1) AND FOREIGN LANGUAGE
National resource centers ) o T
.. Authorized in 1957 under the National Defense .Education Act,
this program provides grants to colleges, universities or .consortia-
of such institutions to establish and operate centers-that focus
study on ore world region or on general worldwide topics: .

he centers that concentrate on one region offer language in-
struction in two or more of the principal languages of the region:
In addition, instruction is offered in other disciplines which assist
" in the development of.expertise in that particular world area. ..
_ These_centers receive the.bulk of the international education
budget. However, the centers do not depend solely on Federal funds
for their.operations. University funds and outside money from
other sources are used to supplement the Federal portion, which
amounts to roughly nine percent of the average center’s budget. -
. The centers are used to develop the national expertise necessary
for government and business to deal effectively with other nations
and cultures. ' . '

14750 O—RA——3 i



The Federal money; which._is granted for two-year periods. is
used by the centers primarily for library collections and faculty sal-
aries.

o  Funding for national resource béh?éi’é
Fiscal year: . Millions
1981 188,12

1982 ..
1983

180 centers.

3 Not available. .

Undergraduate international studies

Authorized in 1957 under the National Defense Education Act
thls program provides grants to institutions of higher education; or
consortia, to.develop international or global studies programs at
_the undergraduate level.

The grants; which average around $40, 660 are essentially seed

ney to help smaller two-year and four-year schools upgrade or
initiate  international education and foreign language programs:
Most of these institutions would not have an international program
without the money. from this program.

The grants are for two year periods. The schools recelvmg the
funds generally “have a high_retention rate for the programs the
Federal funds help initiate. Roughly 45% of the schools continue

these international and language programs after the Federal fund-
ing ends

Funding for undergraduate international studies

Fiscal year: Miltions
1981 .
1982
1983

' 23 awards.

2 50 awards.-

3. Not nvnllnble

Fbrezgn Ianguage and ureu studles feiiowsths ]
Authorized in 1957 inder the ‘National Defnse ,Educatlon Act -

this program offers awards to graduate foreign Ianguage and area

studies. The awards are made for an entire academic year or for

summer sessions, .
The grants are made to selected U.S. hlgher educatlon mstltu-

tions. Programs may, be interdisciplinary or multi-disciplinary; in-
cluding fields. in the humamtles, -the social sciences, or other pro-
fessional studies. Programs receiving grants must include the study
of the languages of the geographic area of specialization. _

Most of the grants tend to go to the National Resource C.nters to

assist graduate students who are working on language competency

and area studies expertise at the Centers. The fellowships are for

mne montﬁs ‘or summer. and cover tuition and fees at the institu-

15
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Funding for foreign language and area studies fellowships
. Milliana
185.5
.. 259
e 2 36.0

sl R
Fiscal year: .

1925 awards.  ® 800 to 900 awards.  ® Not available: -~

Research R A
_ Authorized in 1957 under the Natjonal Defense Education Act,
the research program provides grasffs to institutions of higher edu-
cation aiid_to organizations and individuals to support surveys and
studies in foreign language-end international education. S

The studies are used tc determine the need for increased or im-

proved instruction in: modern foreign languages; area studies, in-

‘ternational studies; or they are used to develop more effective
methods or specialized materials for such training.

~ This program provides research opportunities for individual re-
searchers separate from the National Centers. Money is used large:

ly for material acquisition and development; e.g., an Indonesian/

English dictionary; Arabic language materials; practical research

for language teaching. Other projects include reports on the educa-

tional systems of other nations. Materials produced as a result of

this program are made available to educators through education

clearinghouses. : : :
‘unding for research

Fiseal year: C L Amount

Part B—Business and international education

_ Authorized under the Education Amendments of 1980;.this pro-
gram requires the Secretary of Education to make grants to col-
leges and universities to help pay for the cost of programs designed
to promote linkages between colleges and that portion of the
American business community engaged in international economic
activity: - ) . o e
_ The purpose of making those linkages is to enhance the interna-
tional academic programs at the colleges and universities and to
provide services to the business community which will thus be able
to expand its capacity to engage in commerce abroad. .
~ Schools submit applications for these funds to _the Secretary and
must _include with. the application a copy of the agreement the

school will have entered into with a business for the purpose of es-
_ tablishing or_expanding any of a number of activities including: im-
proving curricula to meet international business needs; increasing

public awareness of worldwide economic interdependence, interna-

tionalization of curricula at the community college level; establish-
ment of export education programs; research for development of
specialized teaching materials for business-oriented students; stu-

dent and facuity felldwships for training in international business

~
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Fundlng for business and international education

Fiscal .year: - Millions
1981 - :
1982 e .
1983 e _ : $1.0

FULBRIGHT-HAYS ACT
Forezgn currzcuium consultant program
This program brings experts from other countrles to j;he U. S for

an academic year. These experts assist selected American educa-
tion institutions in planning and developing their curricula in for- .
eizn language and area studies. ¢

Priority in securing the services of the c0nsu1tants is glven to
stite departments of education, large school systems, smaller {our-
year_colleges with teacher educatmn programs and groups of com-
munity colleges. -
_ The consultants are. recogmzed experts in education and curricu-
lum developmient in their own countries. They help give the insti-
tutions they visit an idea how to bring an_international flavor to
their educational operation by meeting with faculty, students and
administrators over the course of an academic year.

The program is very cost effective in that it yields s1g'n1ficant re-

sults and is very low cost. The institutions which participate in

bringing a consultant contribute significant.amounts of their own
funds for such items-as insurance, salary and transportation.

Fundmg for foretgn curriculum consultant program

Fiscal year: Amount
1981. 1 $155,000
1982 2211, QQQ
1983 3 211;060

i IQ ﬁwﬁi‘dﬁl - :,,
212 to 1) awards.
3 Not available.

Faculty research abroad o
This program assists higher education institutions to strengthen

thelr international studies programs by providing awards to key
faculty members to do research in other countries:

The awards are used to mamtam expertlse update currn,ula, ano

-

area studies.

- Ihgﬁseifaeuil ty members are usually instructors and assistant pro-
fessors who are in key positions at the National Resource Centers.
Appllcatlons are received from and awards are granted to 1nd1v1d-

uals:

i:lmes the number of available awards:

24
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Funding for faculty research abroad
Fiscal year: S _ amawnt
A< 1981 iileeeaereesrreen rerreersrasonrrens erreen . Cevereenseare 1 $295,000

108, i it il it e s s anenasns sasasassas s asasansson nna araanaas e sasRE SRS SRS SRR S 2 603,606
1983: 3723,000

} 20 gwards.
2 50 awards. -
3 Not available.

" Doctoral dissertation research abroad

_This program provides assistance for graduate students to engage
in full-time dissertation research abroad in modern foreign lan-
guage and area stdies. T T A —

It is designed to aid prospective teachers and scholars in improv-
ing their research knowledge and capability in world areas not
widely- included in American curricula, to enhance their under-
standing of the areas and their people ar.l languages.
" In order to be considered for such an award, the doctoral candi-

date must be proficient in the language of the country she or he

will visit and the research project to Le conducted must be deemed
as worthwhile by the Department of Education.

) Funding for doctoral dissertation research abroad <3
Fiscal year: Millions

173 awards.
2 100 awards.-
# Not available.

Group projects abroad

Provides grants to U.S. educational institutions or non-profit edu-

cational organizations for training, research, -advanced foreign lan-

guage iraining; curriculum development, and/or instructional ma-

terials acquisition in international and intercultural studies: -
Participants may include college and_university faculty mem-

bers, experienced elementary -and secondary school teachers; _cur-

- riculum supervisors and administrators, and selected. higher educa-
- tion students who specialize in_foreign language and area studies.

The awards, for which there is competition every year, generally

" go to two categories of groups: The first are associations of univer-

sities which operate language centers overseas or conduct ongoin
summer Sessions in specific countries. The second are individua

_ groups sponsored- by schools or educational associations for various

short-term group research visits to other countries. = -
The projects usually consist of 10 to 15 persons who plan to
spend a summer in a country studying the social framework, politi-

cal environment and the arts. First priority tend to go to groups

focusing on language study. These projects are very: instrumental

in helping bring about positive changes in school curricula.
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Funding for group projects abroad

. _6,,Amaun!
1 $860,000
21,480,000
.. 31,640,000

Fiscal year:

' iix}i?:]?&; 230 awards. ? Not available.

Issues i in the 98th Congress
Mr: Simon iutends to introduce a revision of his previous forelgn

ianguage assistance bill, H.R. 3221 from the 97th Congress in the -

98th Congress:. The detalls of this new legxslatlon have not yet been
worked out. '

The total authorization will hkely be less than $160 rmlhon a

year for four fiscal years. The bill will also likely provide. assistance

to local School districts for elementary and secondary foreign lan-
guage education programs and grants to colleges -and universities

for similar assistance.

Thea need for such legls‘atrqn was’ documented b;y the Pre51dent s
€ommission on. Foreign Language and International Studies inzts
November 1979 report. At that time, when .. -~t for educa ion
had not yet deteriorated, the Commissi :n reporied they were pro—
foundly alarmed” at.the “serious deterisration” ¢they had found in

1J. S language capac1ty Accordmg to the Joint I\atlonal Comm;ttee

elght percen® of U.S. co:leges requlre”arlahgpage for - aumlsswn,'
while 34 percent of them had.suct a requirement in 1966. _

_ At hearings in 1981, the Deputy Director of the CIA, Admiral
Bobby R. Inman; éalled for “decisive action at the federal level” to

correct US. deterioration in language capactty He called this fail-

At J:hose same hearings, a Defense Department official reported
that 50 percent of the DOD personnel in language-related pesitions ..
dc not kave the necessary level of competence in the language. As -
a direct result of language training in schools and colleges, the

nation is forced to waste valuable time and money training intelli-
gence Fersonnel in languages they should know already.

While some movement toward language education has taken
place in some of our major colleges and city school systems, clearly
m tlmes ot dwmdlmg local resources thls 1s an area that calL, for

terest for legislation 51m11ar to H.R. 3231 to be adopted
" FUNDING FOR INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION

¢ [In milliens)

fiscal year— " fiscal year 1984
581 o g3 Peses  Cienipoiy  Commitee
1381 12 13 request estimate 'm'ﬂ;"nm'
TLE VI
$8.12 5102 $106 0 e 108"
{80) {90} L B
$1.01 $1.9 $25 .
(23) (50)
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FUNDING FOR INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION—Continued

{1t millians)

_ Fscal yoar— Fiscal year 1984

President's  Cument policy ommintee
1981 1982 1983 g et pol

lion

$5.8 $5.9 60 0 6.0
{925) {8-900) NA ... .
v 80885 SLI 511 o 512
{25) {30) NA oo

0 -0 .0 B [ $1.0

_~Reg. Res. Cat
Part8 __ _ _ - ‘ - N
Bus, and It Ed. .o 0 0 $10 - [ . 820
Awards . NA ...
FULBRIGHT-HAYS ACT , o '
CUIIC. ..o e smnsesssnees $0.155 $0.211
(10) {12-15)
$0.604
$1.2 _SL7
{13) (100)
Graup Proj.... $860 $1.48
Awards (12) (30)

TO o o i $280 $192

~

Soviet and East European Studies Act

_ Chairman_ Simon and Representative Lee Hamilton have intro-
diiced H.R. 601, the Soviet-East European Research and Training
Act of 1983, in response to growing concern over the rapidly declin-
ing number of Soviet and East European scholars in the US. . .

This legislation would establish a $50 million trust fund; the in-
terest on which would be used by the National Council for Soviet
and East European Research to bolster U.S. research efforts on
that area oftheworld.” .

The activities to be supported would include: -postdoctoral re-
search; graduate; postdoctoral and teaching fellowships in Soviet
and East European studies; seminars and conferences to help facili-
tate Soviet research collaboration between government ‘and private
specialists; and reciprocal advanced research programs with the

U:S:S:R: and nations of Eastern Europe to help give U.S. specialists
access to institutes, personnel, archives, documentation and other

research and training sources located in the Soviet Union. =
__The General Accounting Office reports that throughout the 1980s
Federal agencies anticipate increasing difficulties in getting the re-
search they will need on the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. Ac-
~ cording to the Notionzi Council on Foreign Language and Interna-
tional Studies, the total number of specialists in this area needed
-by the government, nigher education and business is approximately
1,660. However, only 1,074 specialists are currently active in this
field: And.the number of new persons entering the field is shock-
inglysmall.  ~ o :
_ Siavic Review reports that only 11 doctoral dissertations in
Soviet foreign policy were defended in 1974, 5 in 1975, 11 in 1976, 4

23
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in 1977, 7 in 1978 und 9 in 1979. And roughly one-third of these
students are from other countries. -~ . Lo It
_ Finally; according to the Modern Language Association, U.S. col-
lege enrollments in Russian language courses declined by cue-third
between 1972 and 1980. And secondary school enrollment: fell by
tore than 70%. ’ . : ; :

-

_ While the details have yet to be worked cut, Mr. Simon will in-
troduce legislation that would. establish an $80 million trust fund
in the Treasury. The interest from the investment of this_oné-time
-appropriation would be used by a five-person board,fo make grants:
to organizations in support-of their exchange activities involving -
the Soviet Univn and Warsaw Pact nations: T

- INSTITUTIONAL AID (TITLE IID)

_ Title III, Developing Institutions, was part of the original Higher

L Education Act of 1965 (P:L: 89-829). The: origins. of this title extend

. to the early 1960s when former Representative Edith Green first

suggested the Domestic Facuity Exchange Act of 1964 (H:R. 11905)
which was introduced on July 2, 1964 as part of a larger package of

amendments to the National Defense Education Act: Although the
88th Congress took no action on Representative Green’s bill, Presi-

dent Lynden Johnson in his Education Message to the 89th Con-
gress asked for legislation to assist “less developed,” “Smaller” col-

leges through such activities as faculty exchanges; national teach-
ing fellowships and thé cooperative use of facilities and faculty
members. ] ) - . .

__The Title III program has been plagued by lack of legjslative’
specificity regarding. institutional eligibility and how funds may be
.used by eligible institutions. The program operated with no pro-
gram regulations from its inception in 1966 until 1974. Attempts by
the Department _pﬁfrrEdupa}RMormerly the Office of Education
(OE/HEW)) to administer ‘Title HI had mixed success at-best. Prior
and Senate; and the General Accounting Office (GAQO) thoroughly
‘criticized OE/HEW for its failure to effectively administer Title HI

funds. A 1979 GAQ report led; in fact, to a reduction ;in Title III
funding in FY 1980. A complete and thorough history and analysis
of Title III #s available from the Congréssional Research Service
(CRS). [See “Federal Institutional Aid for Postsecondary Education: -
Analysis of Title III of HEA by Jim Stedman (Rpt. No. 82-192 EPW
Dec: 1, 1982)).. . . ST
__The Education Amendments of 1580 (P.L. 96-374). completely -re-
vised the Title HI program, dividing it into three parts. The .
Strengthening Institutions program (Part A) provides assistance for ::
improw:::g_academic quality; institutional management and fiscal -
stability of eligible institutions. Cooperative arrangements among
eligible institutions may also be funded. Institutional eligibility is .
determinecd based on the presence of students receiving high, aver-
age Pell Grant awards and low average educational and general ex-
penditures. (E&G) compared to similar types of institutions. The

Special Needs program (Part B) provides short-term assistance for - -
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. . 4
improking the planning, management and fiscal capabilities of spe-
cial needs institutions. The eligibility criteria for_Part B institu-
tions is similar to those used for Part A; except Pell Grants and
campus-based student aid programs are considered iu determining
high average awards. The authorized uses of Part A and B funds
are virtually the same. The ‘Challenge Grant program (Part C) pro-
vides Federal matching grants to recipient institutions. Challenge

Fiscal year 1984 budget - .
__Tiile III Unstitutional Aid) of the Higher Education Act is the
only program ir the Act providing general institutional assistance
to institutions of higher education. Formerly known as Developing
Institutions; prior to the Education Amendments of 1980, Title III

was included in the original Higher Education Act as a vehicle for

D M A A R T L ey Yy Y Y e I L

lizs gone to the hir*orically black colleges and universities and to
community colleges—the programi’s principal beneficiaries. - - ;
The Administration’s FY 1984 budget request_is 3134;416,000 and
would continue funding for this program.at the FY 1983 level,
which is $4,816,000 above the current authorization level. The Dé- .
partment has provided “point of order” language with their budget
justification—which would increase_the authorization, and extend
- and increase.the setaside for the historically black colleges and uni:
versities for all parts of Title III,to a minimum of $45,741,000. The
Subcommittees opposes this prpposed circumvention 'of the authorj-
«zation process. The current Part B black college Setaside was adopt- =

ed in the 1980 Amendments to the Highér Education Act, That Act
is scheduled for reauthorization in the near future and the Sub-®
] committee will consider the Administration’s proposal at that time.{ .
- The proposed authorization. increase can be included in the Sub-"
committee’s bill to permit use of Part C, Challenge Grant funds for -
endowment building purposes. The Administration is expected to-
support this legislation. ;o .
Although plagyed for many years by questionable administration
and vague statutory eligibility -criteria, program administration
and legislative direction have improved since enactment of the
1980 Amendmeris. Problems remain, however, with rugulatory in-

terpretation of the statute in séveral key areas: (1) cuaunuing insti-
tutional eligibility under-Part A (4-7 year§) after exhausting eligi-
* bility under Part B; (2) the Title III eligibility status of postsecon-
dary institutions whose eligibility is wholly dependent on language

" contained in the FY 1983 Continuing Appropriations Act; and (3)

limitations placed on the use of funds by memorandum, rather
than regulation.- % ool oo
__A potentially short-term problem may exist in the FY 1983 ang
FY 1984 award cycles because of the presence of many noncompet-

ing, continuation grants being carried over from previous year

18759 O—B3——d T 2 Jose
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awards, and the limited number of awards which could be made
from available new funds. Because of the need to provide addition-
al funds and because the Committee strongly opposes any ratable

reduction of funding for existing grantess, a modest increase in
funding ig justified. - -° Y

Part B—$60 million; and Part €—389.6 million: Special provisions in

the further Continuing Appropriations Resolution for FY 82 (P.L.
97-92 as extended by P.L; 97-161)"and the Suppleme
ations Act for 1982 (P.L. 97-257) EXCéédéithé,éu,thpi;}};z'@,d;,appfﬁpﬁ-
ation, but stated that the authorization limit did not apply. =
Since enactment of the 1980 amendments, administration of the
program and the grant-making process have improved. The Janu-
ary 5, 1982 regulations, which presently govern the program were
accepted by the Congress after lengthy negotiations with Depart-
mental officials; two hearings, and substantial thodifications to the

rules first proposed by the .Department of Education. The final
rules still do not follow cohgressional intent and exceed the statu-
tory language in certain respects’ This may have to be corrected
prior to the reauthorizatipn.of title IIL ;
Issues in the 98th Corgress . ) -
The 1980 Amendn <nts changed the method of providing funds to
successful Title III applicants. Since the FY 82 award cycle, Title
III greniees that received multi-year awards were_allocated each

only a small amennt of Title III funds will be available to_make
new graints for the 1983-84 school yed®-from FY 83 funds: The De-
partment may deécide not to hold any Title III competition (unless
Congress provides a'Title III supplemental) or to limit the Title III
eligible institutions which could compete. = -
_ The Subcommittee chairman has introduced legislation to amend
Part C, Challenge Grants to allow these funds to be used to. build

institutional .endowments. H:R. 244 provides legislative authority

to increase the current authorization for Title I from $129.6 mil- _

. lion to the current appropriation FY 1983 level of $134.4 million
(the same as the President’s request for FY.1984). H.R. 2144 -was

ordered reported by the full Committee on April 13; 1983.

TITLE il FUNDING—FISCAL YZARS 1966-82 .

(In mqihons of dollars)

Authorization Budget request Appropriation

Fiscal ye:
1956
1967

$55:0 .. $5.0
300 $30.0 300
55.0 30.0 300

350 35.0 300

70.0 300 - 30.0
7 . 91.0 33.85 33.85
1972 i 810 13885 51.8%
19735050 . S 120.0 100.0 81.35
1974 . 120.0 99.92 99.92

- -
s 4 N -
< - -~
L] A 7577 —
e >0 4

The following funding levels are authorized: Part A—$60 milliof;

tal Appropri-
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TITLE il FUNDING—FISCAL YEARS 1966-82—Continued ~

[in milions of doliars]

_ Aiithor l'alm‘gﬂmgﬁrequesi . anim

1975 1200 1200 100
1976 1200 1100 110.0
1971 1200 1100 110.0
1918 . 1200 1200 1200
1979, . 1200 1200 1200
1980 120.0 1200 110.0
1981 120.0 1200 1200
1187 1296 11296 z 13041

" fiscal year 1982 rewsed budget request, eleased March 10, 1981 - - oo o LT Lo L Ll L
—_ 2 Rpprogk _under_loithér continuing appiopriations_resolution for fiscat year 1982 (Public_Law 97-92 as extended by Public Law 97-161)
%&mﬂﬂmlal Appioptiations Act for 1%52 (Public Law 97-257). The latter provides that the auffiorization fimil for fiscal year 1982 is not to

Sources U 5~ Depariment of Education. Annual Evaluation Report, hscal year 1981: budgel documents for various years
< . .

’ Fiscal year funding for title 111

; Millions

1 OO OO OP TSP PRT PP PPPOPPPPONt 120.0
. 1982 e - 1245
15 SO P PP PP PP PP PP PP PPPPPPRRIE P P 71344
1984 President’s request .. e 1344
1984 current POLicY estimate. ..o e T 129.6
1984 committee reCoOmMMENdAtiON . ... i e e st 134.4

LIBRARIES

Library Services and Construction Act (LSCA) - .

The Federal role in assisting public libraries began in 1957 with
a $2 million appropriation under the newly enacted Library Serv-
ices Act. Rural 1n its orientation; with funds available only to com-
muriities under 10,000 in population, the Act was soon expanded to
become_the Eibrary Services and Construction Act in 1964 with the
rural limitation removed and a- construction title added. Since

1956, some 17 million Americans_have received library services for
improved services: ___ . e o

__LSCA -has_four Titles: Title I, Services; Title II, Construction;
Title III, Interlibrary Cooperation; and Title IV; Older Readers
Services. The purpose of LSCA. is to assist' the states in the exten-

sion and improvement of public library services in areas of the
states which are without such services or in which such 'services
are inadequate; and with library construction. LSCA also assists.in
the improvement of library services for physically handicapped, in-

stitutionalized, disadvantaged, or elderly persons and with people
with limited English-speaking ability. Other provisions contained

in the Act provide for strengthening state library administrative
agencies; and for promoting interlibrary cooperation among all
types.of libraries. - - '

communities must match the Federgl contribution on the basis of a
ratio of the state’s per capita income to the average per capita

.. A requirement for Titles I and: II stipulates that thg states and

income of the United States: In no case can the Federal share b
] - ‘! ;?‘
_ o
P TP - \_—i.:w‘j' “;. _,*;.;!!_‘._-__
. tos .
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less than 33 percent.or more_than 66 percent of the cost of the pro-
gram. The Federal share for Titles IIl and IV is 100 percent.
Title T.—-Under Title I of ESEA; grants are awarded to_ states to:
_Develop and improve hbx:ary service in geographical areas

and to groups of persons without such service or WItB inad-

equate service;
Provxde llbrary serv1ces for patlents and 1nmates of state-

rural;
Strenghten metropohtan pubhc 11brar1es which function as
regional of national resource centers; and :
trengthen the capacity of the State Library Agency to meet
the library and information needs of all people..
Federal funds may be used for books and other library materlals,

equipment,. salaries, other operating expenses; statewide planning
and evaluation of the programs, and for administ-ation of the state

plan which must be submitted in order to receive Federal funds.

The minimum basic allotment for each of the states, Puerto Rico
and the District of Columbia is $200,000, For Americon Samos;
 Guam, the Virgin Islands and the Trust Territories of the Pacific
Islands; it is $40,000. To be eligible for any grant; mainten:uce of
state and local effort is required.

Title II. —Grants are made to the states for pubhc hbrary con-
struction under Title II. of LSCA. “Public library construction”
defined as the constructlon of new public library bglldlrlgs and the
acquisition, expansion; remodeling; and alteration of existing build-

ings for use as pubhc libraries, and_the initial equipment of such

bulldmgs Architects’ fees and the cost of the acquisition of land

are also_eligible expenses. When appropriations are sufficent the

basic allotment for each state is $100,000; and for each outlying ter-
ritory, $20,000. Title II has not been funded since 1972.

Title AT —Title HI; Interlibrary Cooperation, provides grants to
states for the planmng, establishment and maintenance of coopera-
tive. networks of libraries at the local; regional ¢ or inter-state level.
Such cooperative networks must prov1de for the ‘“systematic and ef-
fective coordination of the resources of school; public, academic and
special libraries and information centers in order to improve sup-

plementary semces to the special clientele served by each type of

library or center.” Provxdmg appropriations are adequate; the basic
;%lé)térgeent for states is $40,000; and for each outlying territory,
Title I V—Grants for T1t1e IV Older ,Reader Semces, are made
to the states for the provision of library services for the elderly—
including the purchase of special library materials, payment of sal-
aries for elderly persons who wish to work in libraries; provision of
iti-home visits gy library personnel to the elderly; and the furnish-
ing of transportation to enable the elderly to have access to library
services. Prov1d1n appropriations are sufficent, the basic allotment
to each state is_$40,000; and to _each outlylng territory, $10,000.

However; Title IV included_in the Older Amerlcans Act of 1973
(P.L. 93-29), has never, been funded.
State Plans and Programs.—In order to participate in any LSCA

program, each state must have a basic state plan approved by the
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priorities for meeting the information needs of the people. A plan

Secretary of Education, plus a long-range, five'year plan on state
must also be submitted for each Title cf the Act in which a state
participates.
LSCA reauthorization - o

L.SCA was last reauthorized in 1977 and was due to expire in Oc-
tober 1982. However, under the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act
of 1981; LSEA was extended through the 1984 fiscal year., The Sub-

committee .conducted extensive oversight hearings in Washington
and around the nation during the last Congress to prepare for
reauthorization. In general, LSCA programs were praised for the
services they provided. However;, certain areas of concerii were
raised: . o : ; o ]

The.focus of LSCA needed to be changed from providing geo-
graphic access to a strong emphasis on- providing access to
" services for a wide range of populations;

_ Libraries should be considered community information cen-

ters; not just repositories for books; -

" There are no provisions for library services for America’s

Indian tribes; : e
ﬁldhcrééééd emphasis is needed on interlibrary cooperation;

and
Funding is desperately needed for Title 1T construction pro-

__grams: . L
 The Subcommittee has been working on a discussion draft of the
Act which .incorporates the above-mentioned concerns and a
reauthorization .bill will be introduced within the next few weeks.
College libraries ;

‘Title II of the Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended, pro-
vides for three separate assistance programs for college and univer-
sity library programs: . e

College library resources (Higher Education Act Title 1I-A)—The
purpose of Title II-A is to assist higher education libraries by pro-

viding: basic grants of up to $10,000 for the purchase of library re-
sources; supplemental grants of up to $20 per student to particular-
ly needy institutions; and special purpose matching grants to com-

binations of institutions needing special assistance to establish and
strengthen joint-use library facilities. . -~ .. . .

__Library training and demonstrations (Higher Education Act Title
II-B).—Title 1I-B of the Higher Education Act assists higher educa-

tion institutions by providing grants for the training of _profession-
als and paraprofessionals in library and . information science
through fellowships, traineeships, and training institutes. Funds
are also provided for demonstration grants in the area of delivery
of library and information services. A major. contribution of Title
II-B has been the recruitment and training of minority students in

library education programs.
" Fiscal year 1984 budget. e

" Funding for the college library and public library programs is
' eliminated in the Administration budget proposal.

(No)
|
|

2

~— e
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College libraries o v
The “elimination of this funding will have a particularly severe

impact on minority students and library education programs: Over
the past two years the School-of:Library Science’at North Carolina
Central University received over 1500 notices for job opportunities

* with a majority_of them asking for qualified minority persons.

However, only 30 graduates during that time period were Black.
Over 95% of all the Black graduate students attending that school
received financial aid or work. Title II-B of the Higher Education
Act provided a large amount of that ﬁnancia}( aid. .

Title II-A funds have proved to be essential to maintaining ac-

creditation for many small schools: Aithougﬁ schools only receive

about $2,000 per year under the program, /that amount is signifi-
cant to small limited budgets: Furthermore; in recent years schools
in several rural states such as Vermont and Connecticut have
formed cooperatives for sharing resources purchased under Title
II-A and other grants. That means that the amount of the grant is
increased several fold above the.$2,000 level.

Grants for research libraries under Title 11-C of the Higher Edu-
cation Act have served a valuable function in allowing colleges and

universities to expand their facilities to maintain special collections
and other materials which are essential to researchers. It is there-

fore essential that adequate funds-for rthaintaining information be.

available. Elimination of Title II-C funding will seriously hamper

efforts to keep up with current r'e'se'arc/ and scholarship needs:
Library Services and Construction Act |

“~The recommended.total elimination of all library programs is a
mistake. The need for library sesvices expands every day at the
same_time that_the cost of books and other materials is skyrocket- -
ing. The role of libraries in educating our population is essential. -
Total knowledge doubles every 10 years and over one-half of the
Gross National Product (GNP) is based on information services.
Last fall the Subcommittee held a series of hearings nationwide li-
brary programs funded under LSCA. We learned that Federal
monies under this Act provided literacy. training for the illiterate,
employment information for the unemployed, books and materials
for the handicapped and elderly, and other special services for mi-

norities and the disadvantaged. [Certainly if our economy is to
expand; these are the types of seryices which must be stressed.

.. Under Title IH of LSEA; monjes are made_available to provide
linkage of libraries throughout the country. Thig allows almost in-
stant sharing of information among thousands of libraries. The po-
tential of this service for businegs, industry, and education research
is enormous. In the. long run jt also proves to be a rational and
cost-effective method of coping/ with increasing costs of books and
other information matferials fand rapidly expanding knowledge
sources: As long as one or two libraries have the written informa-
tion on hand, it can be shar;fd\with.all the other libraries in the
system: ] .
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FUNDING FOR LIBRARIES .

{in miflons)

g el yeat 1988

Commitiee
icy Tecommen:
. estimate dation

e President's  Gauéat
President’s :
1981 1982 1983 Teqes

College ibianes. .
NA NA

ces (HEAI-A) e $29 $1.920 $19

tions {HEA 11-B): o o
------ 867 .b40 640
250 240 240
6.0 58 6.0

NA NA
NA NA
NA A

8.8 956

_____Library Re. & Demonstrations.
Research libraries (HEA I1-C)......... ....

Total il

.99 86 88

‘
o |loocco o

$625  $60.00 $60.00 NA NA
,,,,, 2o W& o 152 NA__ - WA

. 125 N8 71.52 0 7242 181

Public_library services (LSCA 1)

Intertibrary cooperation (LSCA i) .

oo

Total

National Commiission on Libraries and Information Scierice
(NCLIS) o ] o ,
The Commission is the source ¢ independent and objective eval-
uations of various aspects of Library and information resources and

services for the U.S. Congress and the Executive Branch. It was

created in 1970 to coordinate and analyze information relevant to
the expanding field of information sciences. The Subcommittee on
Postsecondary Education frequently calls upon the Commission to
provide its expertise on libraries and other information-related
areas.

Fistal year funding fo_r NELIS

1981, :

B - A OO EP O PR C PP SRRSO PP PP PP PP PP PP P TIR

1] S PSP OTSS TR SRS PPPRO RSP P PPN q

1984 President’™s FOQUESE 111liiiiiiv i rererererieeuesssaes st asssssrrssesesesessarssasassstisssssessasase ;
i

1984 carrent PoliCy ESTIMALE Ll i i s
1984 committee recommerdation............. R P
: LITERACY ‘,

_ Although the Administration and its. spokesmen_have voiced
strong support for literacy training for adults, the FY 1984 budget
does not in any way show that they are willing to support those

The costs of functional illiteracy are significant; and
there are costs attached to attacking the problem. But

there are returns on the investment. There are returns to
the person who becomes fiinctionally literate; there are re-

turns to State and local communities. It is not difficult to
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crime. But there are long-range _returns also; such as in-
~ creasing the educational level of future generations.
 However, the budget proposed by the Department of Education
recommends major reductions in two of the Federal programs

-which play a major role in addressing the literacy problem: adult

basic education and libraries. Currently, the adult basic education
program, which is under the jurisdiction of the Subcommittee on
lementary, Secondary and Vocational Education, receives $95 mil-
lioi. Under the Administration’s FY 1984 proposals; adult educa-
tion would be block granted with vocational education programs
and total funding for the two. programs would be reduced by $324
million—from $824 million in FY 1983 to $500 million in FY 1984.
According to the Department’s own statistics; there is no question
that the adult education program works: .
 There are approximately.two million participants in the pro-
gram annyally; S L
~ In 1980, 90,000 participants were employed as a direct resuit
of being in the program and 55,000 were promoted. (One of the
mgm reasonis people seek literacy training is to get a better
job.), . . el
~ 35,000 people were removed from public assistance roles as a
result of adult educationin1980;
25,000 participants registered to vote for the first time in
1980 as a result of adult education;and . = L
400,000 limited-English speaking adults. were enrolled in
adult education courses in 1980 and about 12,000 adult educa-

tion students become U.S. citizens:

MATHEMATICS; SCIENCE; AND FOREIGN LANGUAGE TEACHERS-NEW

_ INITIATIVE
A new initiative in the postsecondary area is contained in L.R.
1310; The Emergency Mathematics and Science Educatinn_Act, as

reported by the House Education and Labor Committee: Part B of
Tit'e T of this Act focuses on the need to train new science, math-
eniatics and foreign language teachers and on the need to.improve
knowledge of subject matter and instructional skills for those al-
ready in the classroom: With states increasing requirements for
high school students in the academic areas of mathemstics and sci-

enice; increasing requirements at the postsecondary level, and the

increasing need for trained high technology personnel in the busi-
ness sector and in the military; the demand for mathematics and
science teachers will increase while the supply which has been

steadily decreasing;, will continue to decrease. There are shortages

in specific language instructors and as language requirements are
also_increased, there is a more widespread shortage of language
teachers predicted. =~ - - e
_ In the State of the Unior. message of January 25, 1983, the Presi-
dent explained a new education program proposed in the fiscal
year 1984 budget: =

A quality education initiative to encourage a substantial

upgrading of math and science instruction through block

grants to the States: .
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_The Secretary of Education transmitted the ,,Adiﬁihistratib,n'é
chncc and. Mathematics Teacher Development Act” on February
., 1983. The bill addresses one aspect of the problem in that it pro-
poses the expenditure of. $50 million to upgrade. or enhance the
quallﬁcatlons of math and Science teachers through scholarships to
. individuals who. can become qualified within one year; to
tepch science and m’athematlcs at the secondary level, in grades
nlne through twelve The Presxdents proposal would expend a
on Educatlon and Labor would authorize expenditures of $400 mll-

lionn in FY 1984
In addition to teacher tralnlng and retra1n1ng and research in

H:R: 1316; Part A funding for aid_to state and local school agencies
is $250 mllllonL and Title II under the jurisdiction of the House

Committee on Science and Technology is $100 million for a fund

within the National Science Foundation.

The narrow focus of the Administration bill is broadened in sev-
eral positive ways in H.R. 1310. The postsecondary sections of that
legislation which support programs to accomplish the aims of the
President’s proposal are equal in new spending—$50 million.

Problems_in the Administration proposal include a one-dimen-
sional approach to the teacher supply problem. which- fails to meet

the need to both strengthen current teacher skills and increase the

supply of quahﬁed math and science teachers: The Administration
‘proposal would increase the pool of certifiable mathematics and sci-
ence teachers only:

.H.R. 1316 looks at both dimensions of the problem in 1ts fgufrﬂsec-
tions. The teacher supply aspect of the math. and science improve-
ment problem includes in-service training and sumimier institutes to

.enhance the skills and knowledge of current teachers; both those
who could benefit from state of the art course work or those who
specific fields within the sciences, and those whs make the transi-
tion from socml science to_ the physical sciences or math_ (they
would require both subject-matter competence and pedagogical

training); and entourages students to enter the field of pre-college

math and science teaching through scholarships to increase the
pool of qualified teachers. .

__ Although Secretary Bell in his January 31, 1983 testimony before
the Committee indicated that . . . during the past decade there
hqs been a 7‘)% declme 1n the number of 1nd1v1dua13 prepar1ng to

preparlng to teach science,’ the Admlnlstratlon bill offers no long-
range solution io the teacher shortage problem: Ary solution to the
math and science teacher supply problem must include some incen-

tives for young people to pursué a teaching career:

‘The Committee approved proposal includes scholarshlp prov1-
sions. but. requires a stiff payback requirement if the student fails
to fulfill his or her teaching service (two years of teaching for every
year of scholarshlp assistance). Prov.slons are uniform for each

ence situation in that negative nat@naLisegnntyandeconomlc
-growth implications for the nation are reflected in the lack of for-

4o
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eign language capabilities of most of the nation. In 1980, the Presi-
dent’s Commission on Foréign Language and International Studies
reported they were “profoundly alarmed” at the “serious deteriora-
tion” they had found in U.S.: language capacity. There is a strong

nexus bétween the need to improve mathematics "and science in-
struction because of their. relationship to high technology indus-
tries and the concomitant need to strengthen foreign language
trainiiig. The interrational leaders in high technology are all non-
English speaking countries. Although in many areas the current

supply of French, German and Spanish teachers appears ade-

quate—given the current demand—as local school boards and post-

secondary institutions move to restore foreign language graduation

requirements, more teachers will be needed in these areas, as well
as Arabic, Japanese aad the Russian languages: Foreign language
training in H:R: 1810 does not dilute the math and science efforts
of this iegislation, it is simply listed as a priority area as national
needs are demonstrated. S o e

Postsecondary assistance under this new initiative is estimated
to impact 5,000 students in the first year through the scholarship_

program and over 8,000 current teachers through the summer in-
stitute program. - :

Fiscal year funding for H.R. 1310

Millions

1984 CUFFENE POIICY ESTITAALE 1111s1iessvsssesesssssersrssenserssssssssssssssssssssssss s .50
1984 comiiittee recommend

MINORITY INSTITUTIONS SCIENCE IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (MISIP),
TITLE X OF THE HIGHER EDUCATION ACT

~ MISIP was transferred from the National Science Foundsition to

the Department of Education in 1980, by the Department o Educa-.

N

tion Organization Act, where its goals of supporting activities to .

improve the quality of science education at predominantly minority
postsecondary institutions and stimulating interest in science ca-
reers for minorities is continued. Institutions may both use MISIP
funding for improvement of their own-science facilities and facul-
ties and cooperate with lccal school districts for a broader approach
to science education at the pre-college level: For example; Navajo,
Community College is currently working on a program to develop

video and audio-tutorial insttuction in the natural sciences which

includes evening environmental lectures for pre-college students. A
City University of New York community college is in the process of

a two year project to develop teaching materials _and provide

summer training sessions for instructors from the CUNY system to
use the materials, methods and equipment for use on their home
campuses. Hundreds of schools have received MISIP grants reach-
ing tens of thousands of minority students:

34
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Fiscal year funding for MISIP ‘

T —— 1$5.0
1983, Sl 4.8
1984 Presiderit’s request ... il 4.8
1984 ciurrent. policy estimate. ..o 5.0
1984 committee recommendation....ii.u 5.0

1 41 projects. s

2 38 projects. - S

3 Number of projects niot available,. ~ «
~ The MISIP. program_is reauthorized through FY 85 in the House
passed H.R. 1310; the Emergericy Science and Mathematics Educa-

.tion Act: It is pending in the Senate:

STUDENT FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE
 The Federal government's commitment to assisting individuals
in pursuing higher education began with the GI bill in the 1940s. It
was expanded in 1958 when, in response to the Soviet Union’s ap-

parent scientific and technalogical superiority—as evidenced by the
laiinching of Sputnik—the Nationadl Defenise Student Loan was cre-

ated to encourage students to study math and science ai the post-
secondary level. Since that-time. several financial assistance.pro-
grams have been established to aid students in their higher educa-
tion studies, regardless-of their field of study.. . . . e
. Currently_the Department of Education administers six student

financial aid programs which comprise the majority of Federal sup-

port available to students attending higher education institutions

and provide low and middle income students with the financial op-
portunity to attend the college or university of their choice. The
appropriations for these programs—Guaranteed Student Loans
(GSL); Pell Grants, Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants

(SEOG), €ollege Work Study (EWS); National Direct Student Loans
(NDSL) and State Student Incentive Grarits (SSIG)—have. grown
from a modest $31 million in the National Defense Education Act
Loan (in 1959) to a ,t,bt,a,l"D%par,tment,,gf—-Ed,uca'tion student aid ap-
propriation in FY 1982 of $6.661 billion. The following chart shows

the growth in program appropriations.
' - STUDENT AID APPROPRIATIONS
{in millions of doflars)

PELL Gst JSEOG CWS  NDSL  SSIG

1959 3t
1365 - 551 162
1966 : U TR S,

el 2093 2003 4266 3166 e
1973 122.1
.19 , w190
1978 21805302 2001 4360 358 BIS
1981 2608 2535 300 5500 2000 7681
1982 2410 3100 3554 5280 1934 - 1370

The six financial aid programs are all authorized under Title IV
of the Higher Education Act of-1965, as amended, and with the ex-

ception of the GSL program,; all are forward funded. That means

- 35 .
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that monies appropriated in fiscal year 1983 are obligated to pro-
vide student awards for use primarily during the 1983-84 academic

year. The purpose of forward funding is to allow _institutions the
ability to plan for the next academic year during the current one.
_The 6SL program is_an entitlement program that requires the

- Congress to provide sufficient appropriations to meet financial obli-

gations incurred on the behalf of student borrowers. The GSL pro-

gram is considered an entitlement program because there is a con-
tractual obligation on the part of the Federal government to pay

lenders the interest and insurance guarantee costs associated with
each loan, no matter how high or low such costs might be in any
given fiscal year. There is no direct Federal limitation under cur-
rent law on either the number of new GSLs, the aggregate amount
of new loan volumes, or the exterit of insurance and interest costs®
that might exist in any fiscal year. In the case of the GSL program,
a portion of the FY 1982 avpropriations pay for the Federal costs
associated with borrowing for academic years 1981, 1982 and-previ-
ous academic years, with a part of the amount used to meet Feder-
al costs associated with new student (or parent) borrowing for the
1982-83 academic year. If insufficient funds are originally appropri-

ated for the GSL program for the entire fiscal year, supplemental
funding must be provided. to ‘ensure that all eligible borrowers re-
ceive loans and that all obligations on previous lcans are met.

For the past three years there have been active initiatives on the
part of the Reagan Administration to reduce federal student finan-
cial assistance by greatly altering ang, in some cases, even elimi-

nating the various grant and loan programs. The usual vehicle for
these efforts has been the Administration budget recommenda-
tions: On March 10, 1981 when the FY 1982 budget was announced,
it included reforms in the postsecbndary education area which
would, according to the Department of Education “focus the aid on
students who need it for costs of attending college, while control-
ling the rapidly escalating growth in Federal costs.” In proposing
the reforms the Administration assumed that families and stu-
denits—not the Federal government—could be the first source of
funds for educational expefises. Although funding for the campus-
based programs (SEOG, NDSL; and CWS) was either maintained or
increased, major changes were proposed for Pell ‘Grants and GSLs.

“In response to the Administration’s budget proposals, the Congress
“passed the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 which man-

dated the following changes in federal student aid programs:,
For Pell Grants: - . E
" _Authorized appropriation levels of $2.65 billion for FY 1982,
$2.8 billion for FY 1983, and $3.0 billiori for FY 1984;

Required the Secretary of Education to obtain Congressional

approval for any required changes such as reducing the maxi-
mum grant; . - : : U
. Required the Secretary to set a series of required asessment
rates to be applied to discretionary parental income;

" Maintained current law a5 it.related to Pell Grant cost-of-at-
tendance criteria, . U
Maintained current law provisions which exclude home

equity on the principle place of i'éSiQéii'(:é and exempt $10,000
N



in single assets and $50,009 in small business or farm assets
__from the computation of family assets. : N
For Guaranteed Student Loans: . . i
__Students with adjusted gross family incomes above $30,000
were required to demonstrate need in order to receive a GSL;
- A 5% origination fee was charged on all GSLs. The fee was
to be deducted from the loan the student received and was ap-
plied against a combination of the special allowance and inter-
est subsidy which the government paid to lending institutions;
_ A _separate family conttibution schedule had to be submitted
forGSLs. .
A $1,000 minimum loan was established if at least $500 need

was limited to the amount of need; o . o
_Veterans benefits and Social Security benefits were used to
compute need for GSLs; . o L
$2Indgpendent undergraduate stiudent loans were limited to
$2,500; . . o
141jr§terest rates on Auxiliary loans was increased from 9% to
v/ L o o e
-..The name of the Parent Loan Prégram was changed to Aux-
iliary Loans to Aid Stude:its (ALAS). Independent undergrad-

uate and graduate students were ailowed to borrow under the

_-program. __ i

In addition to the above changes; Social Security student benefits
were also reduced as follows:

_Eliminated new benefits for students not enrolled full time
in postsecondary education prior to May 1982,

Eliminated cost-of-living adjustments for all eligible benefici-
aries after August 1981; :

. Discontinued summer school benefits for postsecondary.stu- "
dents; and’ L - - S S
- Reduced by 25% the benefits for all remaining beneficiaries
*_in August 1982 and eliminated all benefits in June 1985
The impact of the FY-{1982 changes were not seen until the cur-

rent academic year because of the forward funding nature of-the
student aid programs. This year there have been reductions in the

numbers of students attending certair types of colleges. Independ-
ent colleges and universities showed a drop of 40,000 enrolled stu-
dents and enrollments. at state university and land-grant colleges
dropped by 6,000 students reflecting a .3 percent decrease. The
black land-grant colleges showed a 7.4% de<line in_ freshman en:
rc'lment. At the same time community and junior colleges showed
a .7 percent increase. The implications are clear: the reductions in

student financial assistance forced studénts to attend lower cost in-
stitutions. It is also interesting to note that applications for the

guaranteed student. loan program were down by 20% nationwide
for the 1982-83 academicyear. - - '
. The Reagan Administration’s proposed FY 1983 budget was even
more severe in the area of student financial assistance. The Admin-
istration attempted to rationalize. individual program reductions
and overall budget reductions by placing the blame. on’ the growth
of postsecondary student aid programs; especially GSLs. However;
it failed to recognize that.the shift from elementary and secofnidary
37
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programs could be partly explained by a 9.4% decline in public ele- ’
mentary/secondary school enrollments between 1970 and 1979 and -
a modest 2% increase in postsecondary enrollments during the
same period. Put simply, Former Title I and bilingual education
students were now using Pell Grants, and the loan and work study
. programs to attend college: The specific reductions included in the
1983 budget: e e
" Reducing Pell Grant funding by $1.2 billion: from FY 81,
levels and embarking on a policy of eliminating all but the
very poor and near poor from the “program. Under the proposal
low-income student would be limited to only low cost public in-
stitutions or would have to borrow heavily under the GSL pro- -
grams. These students traditionally. experienced_difficulty ob-

taining - loans. Over one million students would have been
eliminated from Pell Grant eligibility by the proposal.
_ Revising existing provisions in the GSL program_by increas-
B ing the student borrower’s “origination fee” from 5% to 10%,

extending the needs analysis to all family incomes, and requir-

gram with its 14% interest rate (as compared to the GSL rate

of 9%) and its immediate pay-back provisions. Other technical -

changes were also made. One million students -would have
" become ineligible for GSLs under these proposals.. s

~ Eliminating the SEOG program and the Federal contribution

to the NDSE program and reducing the CWS program by $140

million, The effect of these proposals would have been to elimi-

nate 1.2 million students from eligibility for the campus-based

_ programs. The SSIG program was also eliminated.
All of the Administration’s student finaricial assistance proposals
were rejected by the Congress and funding for Federal grant and
loan programs remained relatively constant. However, even main-

ing graduate students to borrow under the auxiliary loan pro-

taining programs at level funding actually represents a decrease in
student ability to_attend higher education institutions. Student fi-
nancial aid has declined or remained constant at the same time

that the costs of attending college have increased: . . -
In FY:1979, 6,117,991 awards under student financial assist-
_ ance were made with expenditures of $3.211 billion;
In FY 1980 6,824,954 awards were made with expenditures

" of $5.890 billion} .- - - : e
- in FY 1081, 7,707,152 awards were made with expenditures

~ of $7.255 billion; - - - .. : e

- In FY 1982; 8,888,000 awards were made with expenditures.

of $6.682 billion; . - . .

For FY 1983, it.is estimated about 9,165,000 awards will be

inade with estimated expenditufes of $6.667 billion. .
During .the 1981-82 school year tuition rose 139, for private
schools and .14% for public_ higher education institutions:. In the
1982-83 academic year, these increases were 15% and 16% respec-
tively. In summary, higher education is faced with increasing costs;
increasing number of student aid applicants, and constant or de-
creasing Federal dollars. =~ = - T, s

" The impact of this situation is clear—frozen Federal aid dollars _
“and increasing institutional costs—a growing gap is developing be-
tween the ability of low and middle-income families to pay and the
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cost of a college educatlon This gap, once met with Federal student
- aid dollars, is widening beyond t\he ability of the Federal govern-
ment to respond. Many factors, some of them economic, have con-
tributed to the current situation. The choice in FY 1984 is clear—
do we move forwdard and meet the challenge -of educating all
Americans or do we contlnue to slipy radually backwards?-

The Guarantéed Student Loan Program (GSL)
The GSL program; initially authorized under the ngher ‘Educa-

tion ‘Act of 1965 (P.L. 89- 329) provides below market interest rates,

Federally-msured loans to eligible post econdary students (and in
some cases parents) through patticipating banks, credit linions,
savings and loans; and other leriders. GSL proceeds must be used.
only to meet the costs of postsecondary education at approved insti-'
tutions of higher education; including certain vocational; business;
: and trade schools. . k
. - The Federal government elther d1rectly i urés;br indiréctly re-
Q insure& through a state fuarantee agency—f e repayment of GSLs
td lenders. The Federa government pays _ ’ll”intérest,,for GSLs
while students are in school; through a quarterly “in-school inter- -
est §ub51dy payment to- lenders The Federal government also pays
lenders an additional inteigst payment; termed, the “special allow-

ance’, which assures that lenders will receive 8t least market in- -
terest rates on GSLs Slnce October 1 1981 s udent loans have

) first borrowed
r all other stu-

orlgxnatxon fee, whxch is a_ mandatory fee equal to\five percent of
- the amount of the loan and is collected at the time & loan is made:

The origination fee is used to help offset the special \allowance and

in-school interest subsidy costs to the Federal government. :

. While a student is in school, the Federal governmhent pays all

loan interest charges on behalf of the student borfower to the

lender. Upon l2aving school, the student borrower must assume re-
:sponsibility for making payments on the amount of piincipal bor-
rowed as well as the seven percent or nine percent interest charge.
The Federal government pays the specml allowvance throughout the
life of the loan. The special allowance is equal to the bohd egulva-

" lent of the 91-day Treasury bill rate (the bond equivale t is one-

half percent higher than the actual rate) plus three aid one-half

percent minus the seven percent or nine percenimterest rate.

An undergraduate student may borrow up to $2,500 a-year urider

the student loan program,; and accumulate a maximum \student
loan of $12,500 while an undergraduate. A graduate or-proféssional

student may borrow up to $5,000 a year under the GSL prpgram;

with a maximum student loan debt not to exceed $25, OOO (m uding ; -

undergraduate borrowing). it e
Between 1965 and 1978; the GSE }Srogram Was amended over-half

a dozen_ times, resulting in a number of slgnlﬁcant changes to the

program. The Education Amendments of 1965 ¢P.L. 90-460). in;
creased the borrowers’ interest rate on GSLs to 7%, whlle P.L. 91—

7’

w
’
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95 in 1969 established the “special allowance” payment to lenders
to increase the supply of lender. capital for the- prog;gijjj;P.I;.ﬂQZ—

318 (Education Amen@ments of 1972) raised the ma.imum annual
GSEL to $2,500 and the aggregate borrowing limit to $10,000.

In 1974, P.L. 93-268 revised the requirement—also added by P.L,

99-318—that educational institutions determine “financial need”
for a GSL. Concern regarding the vagueness of this requirement
had proven to be a deterrent to lender participation in the pro-

gram. These 1974 amendments changed the 6SE student eligibility

- requirements regarding financial need by requiring that education

institutions provide lenders with a determination of need for GSL
applications and recommendations-of the loan amount if students’
family incomes exceeded $15,000. - - ; o
" In 1976, P.L. 94-482 raised the income ceiling for a GSL without
proof of financial need to $25,000. The 1976 Amendments also
changed the way in which. special allowance was determined, in-
oreased ihe annual maximum GSE for a guaduate or. professional:
student. to $5;000, and revised upward the aggregate GSL borrow-

ing limits. The 1976 Amendments increased incentives to states to

establish state guarantee agencies by increasing to.100% _the
amount -of the Federal reimbursement on_defaulted GSLs-in those -
states with low default rates, and by. providinig additional cost al-
lowances to guarantee agencies for default collection efforts: o
“In 1978, P.L. 95-566, the Middle Income Stadent Assistance Act
(MISAA), again amended borrower eligibility requirements for a
6SE by removing the $25,000 income ceiling for a non-need tested
GSL. The basic intent of MISAA, with respect to the GSL program,
was to provide renewed access to student loans for middle income

- families whose higher incomes by the late 1970s had placed them

beyond the range of .the ‘existing need test requirements, but who
were apparently finding it difficult to meet higher education costs.
MISAA was also viewed politically in 1978 as an alternative to. pro-
viding relief from higher education cost pressures on middle
income families via tuition tax credits. . . - i

In 1979, P.L. 96-39, the Higher _ Education Technical Amend-
ments of 1979, removed the 5% ceiling on special allowance. pay-

ments to lenders, an action intended to make GSLs a more attrac-
tive investment to financial institutions. e ]
I 1980, PL. 96-374, the Education Amendments of 1980, raised
the borrower’s interest on ‘GSLs from 7% to 9% for those students
who had not previously borrowed at the lower rate. ‘The 1980
Amendments again raised the aggregate limits of GSL borrowing
to $12,500 for undergraduates and $25,000 for graduate and profes-

sional students (including previous undergraduate borrowing)._ The

1980 Amendments also reduced to 6 months (from the prior 9 or 12

_ months) the “grace” period after which an out-of-school student

_ must begin GSL repayment.

Auziliary loans.to absist students (ALAS) 7
Auxiliary loans are available without proof of financial need to

parents_of dependent undergraduates (also ‘called Parent or PLUS
loans), independent undergraduate, and gradyate or_ professinnal

* students: The current interest rate on suxiliary loans is 12 percent.

However, prior to November 1; 1982 it had been 14 percent. The

>

4y



37

- reduction occurred because the average Treasury bill rate over the

preceding 12-month period was under 14 percent. .

- ¢A full-time student borrowing under the ALAS program must |

begin making interest payments on the loan 60 days after receiving
the loan: Parent borrowers are required to begin making payments
on both the loan principal and the interest within 60 days. Upon

leaving school;, student borrowers also become responsible for
making payments on the loan principal._

_Parents of dependent undergraduate and graduate or profession-
al students may borrow up to $3,000 a_year under the ALAS pro-

gram, but may not accumulate more than $15,000 in unpaid loan
principal. Independent undergraduates may borrow up to $2,500 a

year under ALAS minus any amount borrowed under the GSL loan
program. :

 Student -loans are available through participating lenders in all

states at the present time. However; lenders in only about one-half

of the states had begun making auxiliary loans as of Spring, 1982.

Auxiliary loans were authorized by the O©mnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation Act of 1981 (P.L. 97-35). Previously, loans to parents only had
been authorized by the Higher Education Amendments of 1980
(P.L. 96-374). Auxiliary loans are considered to be a part of the

Guaranteed Student Loan program.
State guarantee agencies (GAs)

In recent years the majority of GSLs have been insured for lend-

ers by state.guarantee agencies, which were specifically established -

within the states for the purpose of guaranteeing loans. Originally,
the Federal sovernment directly guaranteed all GSLs and termed
the loans Federal Insured Student Loans or FISLs. However. as the

volume of loans. increased; the Federal government encoiuraged
states to establish their own guaranteeing agencies. As of October,

1982, the Federal government stopped making FISLs.. :

. GAs_ are reimbursed by the Federal government for any -de-
faulted loans. on which they pay insurance claims. The amount of
reimbursement (termed the reinsurance payment) is dependent
upon the overall default rate of the GA. GAs also work to facilitate
the availability of capital for .GSLs with some serving as a lender of
last resort when: other available lenders prove insufficient to meet

. . borrowing demand. GAs may -charge students an insurance premi-

um of up to one percent of the total GSL principal borrowed on
loans which they insure. The purpose of the insurance premium is
to offset losses because of defaulted loans. -

Student Loan Marketing Association (Sallic Mae)

_ Sallie Mae is_another key_participant in the GSL program. Es-
tablished by legislativn in 1972 (P.L. 92-318), it is a private corpora-
tion (but initially permitted to borrow through the Federal Finarc-
ing Bank) that provides capital to lending institutions in the GSL

program. Sallie Mae provides funds for lenders. in two ways:
through purchases of GSLs from lenders and through loans. to lend-

ers (called warehousing advances) using lenders’ rx‘-tiiig GSLs as
collateral. Sallie Mae also offers_services related to state student

loan revenue bonds and student loan consolidation:

\\' ‘. B .
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Fy'nmné FOR GSL's -

Frcalyear  Fscalyear  Fscalyesr ¢
T

198 198

GSL (BHFS) ... R —————. 7L $31 7 sl -
e e N ) (2)
Avetage lian® . $2195  $2.260 {®

* Dogs_ ol inchde statistics for auiiary loans.
Mol available.

Pell grant program - . _
- The Pell Grant program (formerly called the Basic Educational
Opportunity Grant—BEOCY was enacted into law in 1972 by P:L:
98-318 and was renamed for the program’s author, Senator Clai-

borne Pell (D-RD) in the Education Amendments of 1980. The Pell -
Grant program uses a Federally established needs analysis system,

called the Family Contribution Schedule, to determine a student’s

~ eligibility for an award. Grants are made to d@g{ the most needy

students and the program is considered the foun ation program of
Federal student aid for undergraduates. =~ =~ - . 1
The Family Contribution Schedule establishes the mechanism for
evaluating family income and assets to determine student eligiblity
for an award. The Schedule is set by regulation on an annual basis.
The authorizing legislation requires the Secretary of Education to

publish a new Schedule each year and to submit it to the Congress

for review. If the Congress votes to disapprove the regulation, the
Secretary must submit a new Schedule. In recent years, the Secre-

tary of Education has frequently failed to submit the Schedule ac-

" cording to a timetable set in the-law and when the Schedule has

" been submitted; it has often been unsatisfactory: Therefore, for the

1983-84 academic year, the Congress set the Family Contribution

Schedule in law (P.L: 97-801). In determining the actual amount of
the award a student receives, the costs associated. with attending -
the institution the student has chosen are also evaluated. For that
reason, a student will be eligible to receive a larger grant if he or
she goés to a school with high tuition and fees than he or she
would receive attending a less expensive four-year public or com- ; -
munity college. - e

’

FUNDING FOR PELL GRANTS

. . Fiscal_yeat Fiscal year Fscal year
LI . 1981 198 . 198

$2,604 $2,419 $2419

$1,670 $1,800 $1.800 -
" $1670 $949 )
2.1 . 255 ).

Pell granis {millions) ..
M nt

Recipients {millions).......o. 2l

1 Not avaiable.

National Direct Student Loan Program (NDSL
" The NDSL program was originally the National Defense Student

Loan Program and was authorized in 1958 by the National Defense

Education Act (P.L. 85-884). As such it was the first Federal educa-

-
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tion program to grant loans to students. NDSL becamie part of Title
VI of the Higher Education Act of 1972 and its name was changed

at_that time: - T

.__The NDSL program provides loans to undergraduate, graduateg,
ar professional students who demonstrate need. Undergraduate stu-
dents may borrow up to $6,000 and graduate students up to $12,000
(including undergraduate borrowing). NDSLs are repaid at 5% in-
terest with repayinent beginning six months after a student is no
longer enrolled at an institution on at least a part-timme basis.

Loans are repaid to the school and the repaid principal from the
loans goes into a “revolving fund” which institutions are to use for
making new NDSL loans. The Federal monies which go to institu-

tions is termed the Federal Capital Contribution (FCC). The FCC

an institution receives is based upon the costs of attendance at the

institution; the financial need of the students, the amount of other
student financial aid received by students; as well as the rate of de-
fault of previous students in repaying the NDSL:s: S

Portions -of a student’s loan principal and interest may be can-

celled (paid by the Federal government instead of the studerit) for
eligible service in the military, for teaching handicapped or educa-
tionally disadvantaged children, or for employmernt in the Head
Start program. : '

FUNDING FOR NDSL's

Piscalyear  Fiscal year  Fiscal-year
1981 1982 1983

$186 $178.56 $178.56
3570 -- 3435 - $435
780,000 800,000 800,000
$200 $700 $700
3,307 3370 ()

Participating institutions S

' Kot available.

College Work Study Program (CWS) - .~ -+

The purpose of the CWS-program is to provide.needy undergrad-
udtes, graduates or professional students. enrolled on at least a
_ half-time basis with part-time employment so that they may con-
* tinue their courses of study and to broaden the job opportunities on

» and off campus to eligible students: The amount a student. is al-
lowed -to earn is based on his or_ her financial need. Students are
. paid the minimum wage. The Federal government provides 80 per-
cent of the capital for the program and the institution must pro-.

vide twenty percert.” = = S
CWS is authorized under the Higher Education Act of 1965. How-

ever, a precursor to the program, the Student Work Program, was

- created in 1934 when Federal funds were made available through .
the Federal Emergency Relief Administration to aid non-profit col-
leges for the part-time employmert of needy college students. The
program also included work for high school students: In the eight
year period from:1935-1943, 2,143,000 students were given financial

aid. A version of the program also appeared in 1964 as part of
President_Johnson’s war on poverty, prior to being intorporated



FUNDING FOR WS

- ' N . : figcaljeai  Fscalyear  Fiscal year
- ) : N ~ v e 1982 19

50 §a28 S0
() {950y (970)

$600 $600 $600

CWS (millions)
Reciptents _(thousands)
| enge avar...

. Supplemental Educational, Opportunity Grant (SEOG) program
" The SEOG program provides financial assistance to students of
. exceptional - financial need to- attend postsecondary _institutions.
*  Federal grants are made to institutions who' then select students
_ for the awards. The maximum SEOG award jis $2000 a year or one-

" Kalf of the total student-assistance provided from other sources—

" . either private or public, whicheverisless. . oo

- SEOG awards are-limited .to students who have been accepted-as

undergraduates, who mainta'in:,satisf‘actqry,ﬁjbf‘rjss,”a’nd who are

. enrolled at ledst halfitime, SEOG grants are limited to students

who otherwise would financially be unable to pursue a program of
study ‘at the institution without such assistance. S

: to institutions. of postsecondary education. Campuses make their’

T

" THs Secretary of Education is authorized to make grants directly”

awards on the basis of not only .exceptional need but ‘also on the: * -

basis of a Federally approved needs test. Any istitution which de-
_ sires to obtain funds for supplemental grants. must enter into an/
.. . agreement with the Secretary concerning the administration of its
. program: A stipulation ‘requires participating institutions to make
. . vigorous effort to identify qualified young people of exceptional
N - need and encourage them to pugsue a postsecondary education. '
NG - L " FUNDING FOR SEOG

S : - L T Fealgr Fsmyer Pl
) : JBL l‘.m%ea

- 198

" SEOG (millions) s70 $:54 $3554
Recipients (thousands})... 586 _440 545
Average award 7 v : $681 3600 . $650

 State Student Incentive Grant (SSIG)’ T

- . The SSIG program was enacted to facilitate either the develop-
ment of new or the expansion of existing State grant programs.

. The program was. first appropriated in 1974 and is authorized
under the-Higher Education Act of 1965 as amended.

" The Federal government provides monies on a one-to-one match-
ing basis. For a State to participate in the program it must meet a

number of requirements. The program must be administered by a

" single State agency and awards to students cannot exceed $2000 .

(the Federal share cannot exceed $1000) per academic year. In
order to be eligible to receive an award a student must be enrolled

o

Ml'l‘;
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full-time at an accredited institution; maintaining satisfactory aca-

demic progress, and must not owe a refund on a grant previously

received under any other Federal education assistance program, or

be in default on the NDSL ro GSL programs. States do have the

option of making awards to institutions within the State and allow-

ing them to make awards to students who meet the eligibility re-
_ quirements. S R — )
7 . The impact ¢f SSIG on states has been mixed. Ii many States-it———————

has served to stimulate matching funds; in some States money is

returned to the Federal government because ample State financing

= is not available; and in some States the amount of Federal mornies
is only a small portion of the total monies available. On the follow-
ing page, the amounts of money appropriated to various states for .

the last three fiscal years and what percentage of total monies it
represents are shown. :

... SSIG ALLOTMENT TABLE
I . Frroliment 1981 aiiotment 1982 aiiotment 1983 allotment  Percents *
11,712,610 576,750,000  $73,680,000  $60,000,000 8
174370 1,141,295 1.085,643 892,218 223
.18,594 (1213842 116,968 - 95,251 250
199,274 1,305.796 1,253,564 1,020,818 250
74,057 485,278 _. 465,867 319,311 21
1,798,400 11,784,495 11,313,115 9,212,635 13
olorado. 1,047,368 1,005,473 818,789 9
Connecticut 998845 958.891 780,856 12
204,630 196,445 159971 - 35
_ 558,682 - 536,335 . 436,755 2 50
2,400,567 2,304;544 1,876,665 20
1,331,974 1:278,695 1,041;283 - 36
48,037 - 315,168 6 246,386 221
39,198 . 25:.8%5 _ 246,581 . 200,799 48
632,654 4,145,634 3,979.809 3,240,887 5
234,086 1533911 1,472,554 1
25,845 824,633 791,648 5
129,705 849927 815930 17
142,958 899,299 14
166660 1092084 - 1048401 235
-31,952. 214915 ° 263918 2 50
213.290 1,398,950 1,342,992 20
376,361 2,466,206 2,367,556 14
483,833 3,170,325 3,043,627 1
226,365 1483317 1,423,988 5
99,078 - 649,235 - 623,266 50
2313 1,515,532 1,455,199 18
32,210 211,458 203,000 250
! 83.922 549,921 -~ 527,924 250
ada 31,926 209.204 200,836 216 .
Néw Hampshire.. ... 40,803 267,313 . 256,678 49
New Jersey 306.983 2,011,588 1831124 -3
New Mexico.. . 59,420 389,365 -7 313,790 250
New Yorh...... 989.409 6,483,366 6,224,031 -2
North Carolina 254.199 1,665,707 1,599.079 244
North Dakota ... _ 205475 197,256 42
0 464,069 3,040,936 2,919,299 - 10
157,622 1,032,860 991,546 250
Oregon 150,383 _ 985228 945819 12
PEARSYIVANIE ........o..ccccocee e 14,421 3,370,881 3,236;04A 2,635,216 4
Rtiode Island 2 — 404,784 388,593 316,443 6
T T T RO 126.628 829,764 796.573 648,675 1T .

Footnotes at end of table. N

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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5516 ALLOTMENT TABLE—Continued

Giglnal___ 198f alotment 1982 ‘alotment 1983 allolment  Percents *

133,221 211,19 - 209,020 (110211 241
189,530 1,241,986 1,192,268 -970,902 - 17
638504 4183958 4016609 3270854 18
. 86,966 569,368 547,013 445,499 250
...... - 29,398 192,638 184932 . 150,597 3

s 249,297 1,633,585 1,568,242 1,277,010 13

93 1,740,369 1,670,154 1,360,549 30
85,012 557,064 . 534,781 - 435,490 13
244,111 - 1,599,602 1,535,618 1,250,503 1
19,633 ° 128,650 123,504 100,574 250
AIBHCAN SAMOR .oocoeve e orereerssssssssss s 83 5,478 52589 4,282 ()
Gaam ... 3,710 24,311 23,339 19,005 (2}
NOTIBEIIL MAMaNas ..........ooeeereorenennsnsssssessnsnnens 143 . ---931 .._.800 XY {3)
Puero Rico......... 104,640 685,682 658,255 536,038 (%)
RATTS (11001 T 260 - 1,704 1,636 1332 {3}
virgin islands Lo 13,805 13343 10,870 (®)

WESHINGION 120 L Lo e oo
Wes! virginia~ .

1 Percaniage of SSIC moneys.in e Stale alotment Based on 1981 data. I
3SSIG_plus_the State_ matching equals the total moneys in the need-based program. Some Sfates rétomed unmatched SSIG funds.

3 Not available
P

Issues in the 98th Congress - )

 Although it is impossible to predict exactly what issues will arise
in the area of Federal student financial assistance during the 98th
Congress, three issues which resulted from actions during the 97th

Congress will have to be addressed. These include consolidation of ..

stiiderit loans for repayment purposes; truth-in-lending regulations:

for student loans, and draft registration and Federal student finan-
cial assistance: “uStudent Financial Assistance Technical
Amendments Act of 1982” (Public. Law 97-301); contained provi-
sions which affect both loan consolidation and truth-in-lending re-
quirements. The subject of draft registration and student financial
assistance was brought about by P.L. 97-252, the “Department of

Defense Authorization Act” which -stipulated that no student re-
quired to register for the draft could receive Federal student finan-
cial assistance unless he had, in fact, registered. A brief description

of ‘the current status of each of these issues and the expected legis-

- lative action, if appropriate, in the 98th Congress is set out below.

" Student loan Consolidation.—On September 8, 1982 the Senate
Committee on Labor and Hwnan Resources reported S. 2852, the
Sallie Mae Technical Amendments Act of 1982. Section 14 of that
Act authorized existing state guarantee agencies and private, non-
profit institutions or organizations within states to_ consolidate
Joans made under Title IV of the Higher ‘Education Act of 1965, as
amended (namely, NDSLs and GSEs): Under current law, only
Sallie Mae has the authority to_consolidate loans. Several state
guarantee agencies and state secondary markets had requested the
the authority. _ T T T T S T
" During the House/Senate conference on the bill—the House bill,
ELR. 7048, contained no such provision—the provision was deleted.
However, during the conference, ‘questions arose not. . ~ly about the

advisability of extending.consolidation to state agenc. . but also as -

to whether Sallie Mae should be allowed to continue consolidating
loans. Members of the Conference Committee decided that; in fact,
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“a _thorough review of all consolidation activity should be_initiated.
Therefore, report language accompanying Public Law 97-301; re-

. quires the General Accounting efgce, (GAO) to review both Sallie
Mae’s consolidation activities and their cost to the Federal govern- -
ment, as well as any costs that would arise if such authority were
also granted to state agencies. Section 14 of the law mandates that
Sallie Mae’s authority to_consolidate loans terminate on August 1;
1983. Based on the results of the GAO review, the Congress will
decide whether or not to extend Sallie Mae’s authority beyond
August 1 and whether to grant loan consolidation authority to
state agenties. =~ -~ R

: .. The original authority to consolidate loans was granted to Sallie
Mae in the 1980 Amendments to the Higher Education Act. The
purpose of the authority was to make it easier for students who
had more than one NDSL and/or GSL to repay at one time. Repay-
ment timeé under consolidaticn could be extended to 20 years in-

-~ stead. of 10 and the student had to make only one payment a
month instead of several. The amount of ‘he payment was also re-
duced: The primary reason for granting the authority was to_help
students avoid loan defaults, by providing one loan payment on the
consolidated loans over a longer repayment period. =~
"__Student loan default rates.—One issue that surfaces every Con-
gress is the rate of default on Guaranteed Student Loans and Na- .
tional Direct Student Loans. Many figures are given and the over-

~all impression is usually that the programs are plagued with exces-
sive default rates. The facts belie the impression. =~~~
__The current net default rate for GSLs—taking into account both
Federal and State collection efforts—is 5.8 percent. For the NDSLs
it is 11.1 percent. To put these figures into perspective, the national
- default rate on all consumer loans, including personal, auto and
‘home loans, is 9.1 percent. The default rates on both loans have
-, been declining dramatically in recent years. In 1978 when collec-
tion efforts were first undertaken by the Department of Education
to recover on Guaranteed Student: Loans; there was a default rate
of 13.8 percent. In 1979, the default rate for NDSLs was 16.04 per-

cent according to a General Accounting Office study. Efforts by the

Federal government to collect on defaulted loans have been very

successful. In both programs the Federal government and state
guaranty agencies continue to pursue the collection .of loans which
lenders and higher education institutions have been unable to col-
lect; and the Department of Education anticipates that only a very
small percentage will ultimately be written off. At the presert time

there are more GSLs cancelled because of death or permanent dis- o

ability than because of default.

~ The main reason for the confusion about déle‘uli:”ija:tgsi is that

loans- for miedical ‘students, adminstered by the Department o

Hezalth and Human Services have ‘not been collected so successfully
and do have a high. rate_of default. These loans have no_relation-
ship to the GSL and NDSL programs and are not under the juris-
diction of the Subcommittee. -~ =~ 7

__The Subcommittee will continue its aggressive oversight of .De-
partmental ‘and institutional loan collection policies and practices
in the 98th Congress. Two hearings are scheduled in May and the

issue of loan collections and student defaults will be addressed in

~
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the context of the Subcommittee’s hearings leading up to the
reauthorization of the Higher Education Act of 1965. Fraud and
abus:;i aside from the question of student defaults; will also be ex-
plored. - ' - . - - - - s -

Truth-in-lending regulations.—Public Law 97-301 also. made

major changes in the truth-in-lending requirements for lending in-
stitutions.and institutions of higher education when they enter into

loans with students and when those loans enter repayment status.

Previously, disclosure information on NDSL and GSL loans was
governed by the same truth-in-lending,tégﬁl?ﬁi@?ﬁ,thﬁt}ip&iesl to
other consumer loans and by provisions contained in_Sections

© 433(a) (for GSLs) and 463( A) (for NDSLs) of the Higher Education

Act. However, it was anticipated that the Garns/St. Germain De-

pository Institutions Act of 1982, which proposed to exempt student

oans from existing truth-in-lending regulations; would soon be en-
acted into law. Therefore, provisions were added to Public Law 97-
301 to amend the Higher Education Act to incorporate the consum-
er truth-in-lending provisions. At the time the amendments were
passed, representatives of the lending community, student financial
aid officers and student organizations agreed.that the proposed_pro-
visions were adequate to protect students but at the same time

would not be burdensome to lending institutions and colleges and
universities: - .. . _ oo ... oo oo

e after the enactment of Public Law, 97-301, several
issues arose which needed clarification. The Subcommittee received
information from lending institutions and Sallie Mae that they had

concerns.about'their ability to comply with the provisions of Public
Law 97-301 as interpreted by the Department of Education. It ap-

pears that such information as origination fees and insurance pre-
miums are not necessarily kept on file. Therefore, at_the time &
loan enters repayment; the institutions are not able to disclose this
information to the students as required by Public Law 97-301. The

institutions. also expressed concern about the costs involved in_re-
vising their forms and computer software in order to record and
ﬁle,,t%e, required information. - - - : o

" The Subcommittee held a hearing on the issue on February 9,
1983. Subsequently, the Subcommittee contacted the Department of
Education to request that the implementation data of the new pro-
visions be delayed until January 1, 1984 to allow ample time for
the Congress to review the ramifications of the. new law. If neces-
sary, legislative action will be taken to reconcile any problems or
inadequacies which cannot be solved through negotiation with the
Department of Education: . . -

" Federal student financial assistance and draft registration.—The
Department_of Defense Authorization ‘Act for. Fiscal _Year 1983
Public Law 97-252, signed into.iaw on_September 8, 1982 marndates
that students who are required to register for the draft and fail to

do.so cannot receive Federal student financial assistance. The pro-

visions referred to as_the Solomon Amendment, after its House

sponsor Representative Gerald Solomon,; also mandates that stu-
dents who are required to register for the draft must file a compli-
ance statement with institutions they are ‘attending stating they
are registered and must submit verification of their registration.

The Secretary of Education; in consultation with the Selective

Y

4
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Service; issued a regulation to implement the amendiient on Janu-

ér%2§,;983.;,, S o L . :
: he methods prescribed for accomplishing the Solomon Amend-
ment have caused great concern and a lawsuit has been filed and

an inijunction,has been_granted pending a review of the constitu--
tionality of the amendment. Some of the concerns which have
arisen include: o o : .

The newly published regulation mandates that a_student -

must give the institution he is attending a copy of the letter
received from the Selective Service (Registration Acknowledge-
ment_ Letter) when he registered. Many students (some esti-
mates run as high as 30 percent) never receive-the letter.
Under the statue and regulation, those students could be _
denied aid until they were able to obtain a duplicate letter
from the Selective Service;_

Requiring _institutions to accept and file compliance state-
ments and Registration Acknowledgement Letters is extremely
burdensome: It not only is a panerwork rrobiem for student fi-
nancial aid officers, it also puts iuatitutions in a position of en-

forcing” a Federal law since they are.the only ones that know
who applies for and receives Federal stiident financial assist-
ance at the institution; o i - e
..The 4pr0'p0'59'd' regulation contains special provisions for the
1983-84 academic year that will be particularly problematic for
institutions; If a student applies for or i‘eceij/es’ﬁlg

or or receives Federal student
aid prior to July 1, 1983 (the date when the law becomes
effective) institutions must contact the student after July 1 and
instruct him to file a compliance statement and the verification
letter: If he fails to do so; it is the institution’s responsibility to

notify the Secretary of Education and any lending institution

where he might have_ applied for or received a Guaranteed
Student Loan. If he had received a loan and fails to comply with
the regulation, the Federal government will withhold the inter-
est payments to the lénder;
,De,l,aI\;s in processing student financial aid applications will
result. ctra tir ) ‘ed to collect and main-
tain the compliance statements and Selective Service letters:
The procedure. outlined for the 1983-84 academic year could
cause major delays in the award process; : -
. One statement in the Secretary’s proposed rule.is especially
troubling: - " : -
__ “The statute also requires the Secretary; in agreement with
the. Director of Selective Service, to prescribe procedures for

ecause of the extra time required to collect and main-

verifying students’ Statement of Registration. Compliance: :In
developing - these proposed regulations, the Selective Service

recommended, and the Department agreed that in_order to
fully implement the intent of this legislation the verification of

all student Statements of Registration Compliance must be-

conducted before the institution disburses any title IV aid.” (34
CFR 668). January 27, 1983 Federal Register. . __ :

__This_means, that at the: Pennsylvania State University, no
Title IV funds could be awarded until all of the 30,000 student

aid _recipient applications and compliance statements were
verified; and : '
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' All stiidents miust file a compliance statement stating either

that they are registered or why they do not have to register.

Requiring all students; including women, to file the form adds
_ a further unnecessary burden to the institutions. .
The Subcommittee held hearings on the proposed regulation _on

February 23 and 24, 1983. A broad spectrum of witnesses testified
that the regulation; in its proposed form, would be unduly burden-

some to institutions and students and would result in delays in the
students financial aid delivery system. As a result of the hearing,

the Subcommittee wrote to the Secretary of Education expressing
its concerns and suggesting that the regulation should be modified

so as to be more effective and less burdensome. Specifically, the
letter stated that the responsibility for certification and -enforce-

ment of the Solomon Amendment should be the responsibility of
the Department of Education and the Selective Service and not
higher education institutions.  _-° -~ -~ -~ . . . oo

" On March 9, 1983, the United States District Court, the Third Di-
vision of the Minnesota District (DOE v. Selective Service System
and BOE v. Selective Service System) temporarily enjoined the Se-
lective Service System and the U.S. Department of Education from

enforcing Section_1113 of the Department ‘of Defense Authorization
- Act of 1983. The Court specifically indicated-that the Defendants
were “. . . not enjoined from_promulgating and adopting regula-
tions pursuant to § 1113 pending final desposition_of this action.”
~»Fiscal year 1984 higher education ‘budget.—The President’s fiscal

year 1884 budget is facially very different ifrom the Administra-
tion’s previous student assistance budgets and sets the scene for a
philosopliical debate over disbursement of Federal dollars rather
than a purely budgetary one. A Department of Education release
proclaims that assistance to needy
phasis of the Department’s budget and

college stunts is a major em-
f&s;biﬁ?&,bt 43 percent of

the total departmental budget 18 allocated to postsecondary educa-

tion. The document goes on to say that the budget is:

... : proposing a new philosophy of student assistance
which will emphasize student self-help through loans and
work: To implement this policy, ‘the Work-Study (sic) pro-
gram will be increased 60 percent in 1984; and GSL loan

volume should increase in 1984 over 1982 by $1.3 billion,
or 22 percent. In addition, a half billion dollars in Direct

Loans will be available for new loans without new Federal

appropriations. - To supplement student and family re-

. sources; the Pell Grant will be increased from $2:4 to $2.7
. billion and modified to.make awards more sensitive to edu-

cation costs. The maxifhum grant to the most needy stu-
dents will increase from $1,800 to $3,000 per year. B
_ When subjected to careful analysis, the Reagan student_ aid
budget both loses its appeal and it becomes apparent that it is both
deceptive and potentially devisive. It also contains several serious
problems. The specifics of those problems will be discussed in the
remainder of this section on a program by program basis. As a gen-
eral matter, the Committee believes the Administration’s fiscal

year 1984 budget recommendations are policy matters; not budget

L
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proposals and should be considered during the upcoming HEA

réauthorization. N .
Education qu%ngs Accounts '

‘i . One of the Administration’s proposals, which is widely misunder-
.stood and misleading, is implementation of a tax incentive program
to “encourage families to accumulate savings towards college costs, -
thus eventually reducing Federal outlays and subsidies.”” Under
this proposal; families would be able to make an annual_invest-

ment of up to $1,000 per year in an education savings account, én ~ .

- which interest and dividends would: be tax free, if the proceeds
‘went toward financing higher education.
_ The money saved under this account_could only be used by full-
time undergraduate students between the ages of 18 and 26 for tu-
ition and room and board costs paid directly to a college or univer-
sity. In order to receive a tax credit for the interest or dividends
accumulated;, an institution of higher education would have to
. verify that the funds had been used for the purposes specified. This
reporting requirement would result in additional paperwork bur-
dens for campus student financial aid officers. Moreover, consider-
ing that -the cost of attendance at private institutions increased 15
percent this year and public school costs increased 16 percent, it is
qucstionable how helpful the account would really be in defraying

college costs: If higher education costs were to continue to acceler-
ate in the same manner that they have over the past decade (costs
have increased at least 10 percent per year on an average), fumilies
could save for 20 years and still be able to afford only oné year of
college at some higher cost private schools: , S
Finally, in justifying the creation of savings accounts, the Ad-
. inistration states that ‘‘the program will make savings more at-
\ tractive to lower and middle-income families and will not only help
finance the cost of higher education; but will also add to the pool of -
vings available to individuals and businesses through lending in-
stitutions, thus contributing to economic growth.” The fallacy with

this rationale is that lower-income families cannot afford to save

money. In current economic times, these families are having diffi-

culty providing food and other essentials: Even most middle-income

tamilies would find it very difficult to save $1,000 a year. The only
people who can take advantage of the proposal are those who are
not now eligible for Federal assistarice because their incomes are
too high. If\the proposal were to be accepted at face value and, as
the Administration requests, Federal aid would eventuzlly be re-
duced proportionally, students from lower and middle-income fami-
lies who now ‘benefit from Federsi grants and loans would be

not receive Federal aid because they do not need it would enjoy a
i&iii'dféll in financing their education. -

Guar&’rgi'eed Student Loans (GSL’s)
__he President’s fiscal year 1983 and 1984 budget requests for the

'GSL include a $900 million reduction for fiscal year 1983, increas-

ing the origination fee for graduate and professional students from

- " \
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" 5 to 10 percent for fiscal year 1984 and extending the need analysig
to all students regardless of family income for fiscal year 1984. The

budget also assumes that loan volume will increase by 22 percent

or $1.3 billion. The total cost of the GSL program is expected to be
$2.2 billion for fiscal year 1983 and $2.647 billion for fiscal year
1984. The $900 million savings for fiscal year 1983 is attributable to
reductions in interest 7t§te£’ &% hich drive up the Federal cost of the
. program. An additioral $127 million would be saved in 1984

through the increased origination fee and the expanded need anal--
ysis. o el

 Fhere are serioiis problems with increasing the origination fee.
As previously mentioned, the Congress adopted the 5 percent origi-

nation fee as a stopgap, short-term solution to produce savings

urider. the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981. Experience

over the past two years indicates that the amount ig arbitrary, but
tends to penalize those with_ the greatest demonstrated need (who
~ borrow_more), that it bears no relationship_to the lender’s cost of

originating the loan, and_that it creates serious loan disclosure
problems. Most importantly, the fee is_subject to manipulation to

further achieve short-term savings without addressing long-term
costs. Directing tixe_increasing origination fee at graduate and pro-
fessional students defies common sense: The reason graduate and
professional students are allowed to borrow more money than un-
dergraduates is that the costs of their education is much higher
and they need more money. The Administration’s rationale that
thesr: students can expect to earn “‘a <gubstantially higher income:
than the general population; znd therefore can afford to pay more
toward the interest costs of their subsidized loahs” misses the cru-.
cial point. At the time the students ‘borrow they are not receiving

* that “higher income” and their need for the money is not related
to_their future earnings. Such measures may;. in fact; have the
effect of prohibiting these students from.ever attaining the degrees

necessary to reach those anticipated incomes:

FUNDING PR GSL's

Fl§ﬁ| gear——

B 1984 1986

- 1984 Eurtent cofimittee

1981 1982 - 1983 Pigsidesil's _bolicy recommenda-
y _request estimate —— —tion

Giaranteed stagent [oans. (Mlions) =........c..c.. $2312  $2752 '$3l0 $2,047 $2:349 $3,000
Total |oat volume (MIONS) ol e $7,800  $8,707  $6,593 $7,198 " $6,400 3
' 3500 3852 2808 2,033 _3.000 (7
§2196  $2260  $2.338 $2.454 2450 {7
91-day Treasury rate (percent) — 15— 117 83 83 84 )
11hé President has requested a rescission of $900,000,000 in GSL funding in fiscal year 1983.
2Not available. .

Average. 10an (doblars) .

COLLEGE WORK FTUDY (CWS)

__As one of its major emphases in placing greater responsibility on
the student and family in financing higher education, the Adminis-
tration is proposing to increase the Colle e Work Study (CWS) pro-
gram by 57 percent from $540 million to $850 million: hile on the
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surface, this would appear to be a  prudent cdurse of Artion, closer
analysis reveals that it isillonceived and may only ‘lead to unused
Federal funds in the area of higher education at the same time

“ that students are unable to attend. college because of lack of finzn-
cial resources. - S S ) ,
- The primary problem with the suggestion is that it is simply not

possible for colleges and- universities to effectively absorb $850 mil-
lion in work study money. In the 1981-82 academic year $528 mil-
‘lion was appropriated for the program. OFf that amount; $8.2 mil-
- lion dollars was returned to the.Federal government, $12 million.

was carried over to the next school year, and $18.4 million was
placed’in the Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant (SEOG) .
program..In other words out of a total $528 million appropriation;
$38.6 million or seven percent; of the funds werit uinused for work
study purposes. The simple fact is there is a limit to employment

opportunities on the campus and in the non-profit and public sec-

tors. Putting more money in the program than there are jobs to
fund is a useless exercise which only leads to the potential for
waste and abuse. o S T
- A second problem with the proposal is the assumption’that Col-
lege Work Study funds can take the place of| grant 4fd loan
awards. Most students attending college on Federal student finan-
cial assistance have a_complete package of aid—including grants;
loans and work study. For these students, increasing work study al-
lowances has no valu@ An individual student can only work so
- many houts and receive so much’salary. He cannot work enough to
make up for the loss of other.Federal monies. At a certain point it

is also necessary to look at the advisability of low-income students
working too much while attending school. While it is beneficial for
a student to have a work study job, that can be carried too far and

a student can fiud himself jeopardizing his academic future be-

cause he is working too many hours and studying too few. It would

be counterproductive to encourage students to work so much that
t of their academic programs. '

they do not get the full benefi h } .
The “Final Report of the Commission on the Higher Education of
Minorities” found. that- working miore than half time, has a nega-.~
tive effect on persistence, whereas working less than half time, par-

ticularly at an on-campus job has a positive effect. ‘ :

" FUNDING FOR CWS

-Fiscal year—

R, 198 ey oow O
- . 1asident’s curtenl .
C ' tequest. policy (ST

S50  §528, 1SS0 $850 %G5 $5s0
9% 950" 810 LI5S 1,000 990
$600  $500  $725 3800 $750  $k00

CWS (il ...
Recipients {thousands)
AVerage awatd.... ... ... .o

-V LESS than 54.000.000
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. ¢ NATIONAL DIRECT STUDENT LOAN (NDSL)
The Administration’s budget proposesthe elimination of the Fed-

eral capital contribution to;the NDSL progrom for the 1984 fiscal

year. The ‘Administration also_intends to alter ‘the ‘¢anceliation
policy which now exists for NDSL_and ‘return it to pre-1972 re-
quirements_which allowed the. Federal government to only cover
those costs that came from institutional funds. - . < ...

If the Administration’s request were accepted there would be a

loss of $178 million in aid- Hqwever,money already in institutional

- revolving -funds_would be ava_iiéﬁie\fbr, use by the institution in

making new loans. Although the amount of funding involved is not

great and in some cases institations would be -able to provide loans
for students it is important.to realize that'the NDSL program pro-

vides loans to low-income students many of whom would otherwise..

he unable to obtain loans. This is especially. true at some low-cost

institutions who d¢ not have revolving funds. With the advent of -

the self-help grant it is particularly important that loan money be
available $o students who must be able to provide the 40 percent
contribution to qualify for grant aid. - - - - T ‘
“Finally, the Administration has announced that it wants to raise
the NDSL iqterest rate to 9 percent——the same as the GSL interest
rates. Tronically, this comes at the time that interest rates on, the
GSL program will probably be lowerad to 8 'percent in July 1983
because of ‘decreasing Treasury bill rates. If this incréase were

be adopted; low-income students would be forced to_accept a great-
ot Jeval of indebtedness: and the potential for default would in-

crease. The increase and the lessening -of the commitinent of the

Federal government-to repaying loans for teachers serving in spe- .

cial needs areas portends omniously for the future of American
education. Hearings and studies in recent months have indicated

that we are l6sing teachers in great numbers to the private sector

and fewer people are expressing an interest in enterin . the teach-

ing profession. The Administration’s proposals would further dis- -

courage’ future teachers. <

FUNDING FOR NDSL

' - Fiscal year—

. . BT T T 1984
- 1981 EH fB3  Pedel's  i9p4 (g0 CoUDME
et aatke

$16  st7g5  S1785 g4 S22 5am.2
$570  $435  s630  $9S0 smz sam

70 g0 883 es8 880 BEO
$700  §100  §775  $800.  §E3D - 8830

pital contribution) {millions)
revolving fund .b.......
Recipients_{thousands)
Average award........coooooeees

=

PELL GRANTS

. The main policy recommendation in the Reagan Administra- -

tion’s higher education budget is_the creation of “Self-Help” grants:

Self-help grants would replace Pell Grants, Supplemental Educa-

tional Opportunity: Grants (SEOG) and the State Stadent Incentive

o



51

Grants_(SEI1G)._ The maximum award available from the program
would be $3,000 and the average award is expected to be $1,300.
The Administration estimates that the program will serve 2.1 mil-
lion students. =~ o S o

Under the Self-Help grant; a student would have to provide 40%
or a minimum of $800 toward his educational cost. Students would
be able to use summer work; long-term savings, work study money
or loans to meet the expected contribution: In_essence, the proposal

reverse the existing procedure for awarding Federal student assist-

ance funds. At the present the Pell Grant serves as the foundatioti
of student financial assistance for low and middle-income students:
It is awarded first, then other forms of assistance are awarded to
méke up whatever remaining need exists. The Administration pro-
posal would award the Self-Help grant as the last stage in the proc-
ess, P .

There are_some ser:,us problems with the Self-Help grant con-
cept. In the first place it calls for a total restricturing of the Feder-
al Student financial assistance program—a task suited for the
reauthorization process; but inappropriate for the budget process.
Furthermore, it would reverse Congressional intent in developing

the various forms of student financial _assistance. Grants which
were designed to be the bage of stu

ident financial assistance would,

under the Administration’s- proposal, be awarded last and 'loans

which were created to“Supplement student need would be awarded

1 “supp
first. Other problems with the proposat include the following:

The total amount of monies -availablé and awards given
would be decreased from“the présent program. - o
_ The proposal would result in a shift from the types of stu-
derits ;afrjdﬁijj,sititjitibii's,Served.,eurrently; Pell grarts serve

large numbers of students attending low cost institutions.

Under selfhelp grants students attending high-cost institutions

Id be more likely to receive awards and those awards
would be larger; and e S
. Self-help grants assume avdilability $f “iuaranteed Student

Loans to low-iricome students, a fact waich is not,univers"allly

would

ure to capitalize the NDSL program; could resuit in serious
__gaps n loan capital for low income students. .
The impact of the Administration’s proposal is particularly harsh
on low-cost two-year and four-year ingtitutions. An article in the
December 4; 1982 issue of the National Jourral, was titied “Public
Not Private, Colleges Bearing the Brunt of F ederal Aid Citbacks”
and detailed the problems that were faced by public institutions be-
cause of the previous reductions in Federal aid. These schuols rely
almost entirely upon State and Federal dollars for their survival:

* At the same time that the Federal government began paring back

its contributions to higher education, state governments found
themselves in financial distress and also began to reduce their sup-
port for postsetondary education. Ernest Boyer, President of the
Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching and former
U.S. Commissioner of Education summed up the situation:

- Overall, T think the public sector is in more pain and confu-

sion than it has been in since the Second World War.

g
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" The current proposal would only serve to worsen this already

critical situation. The previous Federal reductions that most affect-
ed the public_institutions were in the form of research grants and
other allotments not related to student aid. The proposed cuts

- would not_result in reduced numbers of students able to attend

public institutions: Under the new proposal studénts would not
only be forced to abandon plans. to attend private colleges but
“would be forced to leave public higher education as well. ___

‘The fact that the self-help grant reduces awards for attendance

" at low cost institutions will seriously affect minority students. A
Tecent study conducted by Dr. Jacob Stampen, ‘‘Student. Aid and -
Pablic Higher Education: A Progress Report” indicated the minor--
ity recipients of federal student financial aid tended fo enroll in
lower tuition institutions than did other students. Reductions in

student aid in the previous two. academic years have already
eroded enrollment at “historically -black land-grant colleges which
were established under the Morrill Act of 1890. Total enroliment at

these institutions was down by .9 percent for the current academic

year with freshman enrollment declining by 7.4 percent. The insti-
tutions also reported a loss.of 5.4 percent in graduate enrollment.

The chief cause for the decline according to officials at the colleges-
is reductions in student aid; Under the current proposals there will
be even less Federal financial aid for students wishing to attend
the historically black land grant colleges. Furthermore, it is doubt-

ful that these students will be able to find adequate resources to .
attend any other type of higher education ‘institution. S
"It is ironic that for two years the Federal “higher education
, budget proposed by the President has stressed its commitment to
" ——_historically black colleges and universities, but in both years the
%tg;jgsalgfqr student aid have seriously limited the ability of young
lack Americans to attend those colleges and universities. -
 The “Final Report of the Commission on the Higher Education of
Minorities” published by the Higher Education Research Institute,
stated in its findings: 3 ‘
~ Minority students often start college with heavy finan-
cial responsibilities . . . receiving a grant not only contrib-
uites o the student’s persistence_but also gives the student
a widsr range of institutional options. ,
_ The Commission especially recommended the following policies
to aid minority students: : '

 That whenever pdésiﬁié,,if'@déﬁts,,with significant financial
need be given aid in the form of grants rather tharn loans;

That students be given enough aid so that they do not need
to work more than half time; - - .

" That if students are given financial aid in the form of work-
study support; it be packaged in such a way that they work

1§$§ thar half time and, whenever possible; at on-campus jobs;

and - A ; _
That federal and state legislators and policy makers support
_expanded grant and work-study programs. S R
The Administration’s most recent student financial aid proposals

are antithetical to these recommendations. Grant aid is reduced in-

stead of increased and very heavy emphasis is placed on work
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study as a mujor prov1der of student ﬁnanc1al assistance. It is in-
consistent to finuancially. encourage 1 minority postsecondar?xnstltu-

tions but at the same time _propose policies which discourage mi-
nority student part1c1pat10n in higher education:

Although the maximum award is increased under the selfhelp

grant to $3;000 from $1;800 and total authorization for the program

is placed at $2.714 billion, the elimination of the Pell Grant pro-

gram, SEQGs and SSIGs significantly reduces the number of
awards and idollars available to students. Under the current. pro-

grams 2.5 rmll:on .awards are _given under Pell Grants; 545,000
grants are awarded under SEOGs; and 300,000 under SSIGs for &

total. of . 3345 million grants. Compared to the proposed. self-help
grants that is a reduction of over 1.2 million grants or 57 percent.
The same situation .is_true for dollar amounts. Presently, Pell
Grants receive $2.4 billion; SEOG $355.4 million; and SSIG, $60
million. The Administration is also proposing to. eliminate the Fed-
‘eral contribution to the National Direct Student Loan (NDSL) pro-
gram which totals $178 million. The reduction from the current

prograrms to the proposed ciie equals $220 million.

2.

Reduyreg sell-

Cast of attendance et Forma hwards
Up 10 §2000 .7 e+ o e $800 CaS— $800.= EFCurr . $100-81:200
$2001 t0 $3.430.......... .. .801-1:370 Cost- 40 percent cost —EFC.............. 100-2;080
$3431 10 §7.200.. .. .. . 1371 4200 $1;200+ 25 pelcent cost— EFC 100-3;000
$7.201 plus............ overd?OO 53000 EFC reveeeeeesseennnne - 100-3;000

The amount of each student’s self- help grant would vary between
"5100 and $3000 and would be calculated usmg one of the four for-

ance in addltlbn to. tiiltlon and fees for all students not llvmg w1th
parents_(resident students and students living in _the community),
and 31500 in allowable costs over tuition and fees for students
living with parents:

__The following chart shows how awards f'or Pell Grants compare

to. awards under the self-help program for various incomes and in-
stitutions:

. COMPARISON OF AWARDS UNDER THE PELL GRANT PROGRAM AND THE PRESIDENT'S PROPOSED
"SELF-HELP GRANT" PROGRAM ! :

fAmeunts in dollars]

At 1< Tont Total eoct Cutzeal law. (Pell Proposed-“seil-help
Adjusted gross income Total costs grant only) gtant”

4,400 1,800 2,300
7.500 . 1,800 3,000

: Footnote at end of tuble.
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COMPARISON OF AWARDS UNDER THE PELL GRANT PROGRAM AND TRE PRESIDENT'S PROPUSED
: : “SELF-HELP GRANT" PROGRAM *—Contintied
{Amours in dollas] - L

R C pe Current law-(Pell - Proposed.*eli-heip
Adjusied giuss incore Talal G5t rant only . rant P

$12,000......ccocceie e srreiess ressecseemsenensssssenstt e s s s 2,500 1,250 1,175
~ 3,300 1,600 1,975
o . 2,500 1.600 2675
©USI5,000......... it s 2,500 1,250 - 750
R e e e e s e 23300 . . 1,340 1,580

1,500 1340 225077 T

$20,000 2,500 820 0 .

. 4400 820 _740
. , 7500 820 1,440
$25,000 2500 200 0

) , 4400 200 0
) 7500 200 550

'
i
|
i
|

v ASSures_a family of 4;.1 student in_coflege; andooassessableassets
Sarce: US. Department of Educaton, Offie of Parving and Budgel.

. Although it would appear that the proposed program is particu-
larly beneficial to high cost private institutions, that is misleading.
Certainly those students choosing to attend high cost institutions
will receive a larger award than they would under the Pell Grant
- program; however, it is important to realize that over three-quar-
ters of all Pell Grant recipierits with family incomes of $12,000 to
$15,000 now receive an SEOG or SSIG or both. Approximately 90%
of Pell Grant recipients with family incomes of over $26,000 receive
additional Federal grant assistance to finance an education at an
independent college_or university. Even in 1981 dollars, 10 percent
of the current Pell Grant recipients attending independent c¢i:lleges
and universities receive more in gran*s from Federal sources than
the $3000 maximum allowed in the “‘self-help” grant program. -

Student aid cuts have already had|a serious impact on independ-

ent colleges and universities. Freshmen enrollment sagged in 64%
of the private schools in academic year 1982-83. These losses
amounted to at least 5 percent in half of the schools and 10 percent
in a third: According to the National Association of Independent
Colleges and Universities much of the blame for the reductions is
on t_’g(tiudent aid. John Phillips, thé Association’s president has
stated: . oLl .
“It is clear that the sluggish economy, combined with Federal
cuts in student aid and the threat of deeper cuts is forcing new stu-
dents_to abandon their plans to attend independent colleges.”
A final flaw in the proposed self-help grant is the assumption
that students will be able to accumulate the necessary 40% of costs
to qualify for the self-help grant. As.part of its rationale for the
self-help grant; the Administration states that students can now
attend college without providing any resources of their own. That
is patently false. The current Pell Grant program already requires
a $750 self-help contribution from students. This amount is then
applied toward the family contribution that a student’s family is

expected to contribute to his or her education. According to the De-

partment of Education, students would still be expecte.! to main-

1
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tain_that $750 contribution above and beyond the 40% (or $800
minimum) requirement. That means that a student would have to
provide a minimum of not $800 but*$1550. =
.. As part of the self-help requirement the Administration says
that students can rely on loans and other forms of aid. In fact, the

Administration even advocates an increase in the Guaranteed Stu-
dent Loan (GSL) program to help meet these costs. What the Ad-

ministration does not mention is that low-income students very

often cannot obtain Guaranteed Student Loans. To receive a GSL;
it is almost imperative that a student or his family have a financial

relationship with a bank or other lending institution: Low-income -

families seldom have that relationship. The loans that low-income

students have gotten in_the:past have been National Direct Stu-
dent Loans (NDSL) but the Administration is propsing to eliminate
all new Federal funding for the program. Many institutions do not
have _adequate revolving funds to match the need of students for
* the NDSL program. This willlleave large numbers of students with-
out the abii'ty to acquire the necessary self-help amount. - -

The system of qualifying for a self-help grant as proposed by the

Administration also contains a serious technical problem: Current-
?,,Studfeiitg,TECEiVE,GSLSlégt ‘and all forms of aid are counted in
e

termining how much a student receives from the loan: Under the
proposed plan a student would have to get a loan first then get a
self-help grant. However; according to law, it. wouid then be neces-
sary for the student to have his'GSL re-evaluated in order to ac-
count for the grant and the GSL would have to be reduced appro-
priately. In many cases a student would find himiself in the prover-
bial.“catch 22”. He could not accumulate the required 40% of costs
without .the loan but after he received the grant, his loan would
have to be lessened and he would then not have the necessary 40%.

The Committee is especially concerned about the impact of the
self-help grant proposal on low-income students_attending histori-

cally black colleges and universities; and Black; Hispanic,; and other
minority students enrolled in higher education. Black student en-

rollment in institutions of higher education increased more than
60% between 1971 .and 1977 and then dropped about one million
students in 1978, where it remained through the end of the decade.
This black student enrollment increase parallels the growth in Fed-
eral student aid programs. When one compares black family
income data with Title IV program eligibility - recuirerdents; it is
clear that black students are more likely to be dependent on Feder-

al student assistance programs than other students. For example,
nearly onehalf (44.3%) of the United Negro CoHege Fund (UNCF)

propesticive freshmen.declared their family incomes to be under
g,l,z,.,OOO per yedr, while only 13.7% of the families of all college-
bound freshmen fall into that category. This also means that
historically black colleges and.universities are indirectly more de-
pendent on Federal student aid than other institutions of higher

education—with the possible exception of community and junior

-.colleges. .
. Since student aid eligibility is dependent on a post-secondary in-
stitution’s cost of attendance in relationship to family income;

assets and whether or not the student attends on a_ full or part-
timme basis, these collective factors miust be weighed in evaluating

54
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the impact of any proposed shift in program philosophy: or focus:
For the families of ;prospéctive,UNé,F freshmen; the average or
median family income was $13,700 in 1982, compared to the $26,800
average family income for college freshman nationally.

A few things, however; are already clear: .

A 409 'student self help requirement, which translates to an
average of $1900 per student at the 42 UNCF institutions (ranging
from a low of $1420 to a high of $2800) is an unrealistic expectation
for. the low and middle-inconie families whose children attend
UNCEF colleges. : R : T

) “The ability of student financial aid officers to construct student
e --aid-packages to meet the needs of students at private black colleges
will be severely restricted-if two of the three campus-based student

aid programs are eliminated. - ¥ - S = e
Students at_historically black public and private institutions are

probably qualified for less :aid than is now available because insti-
tutional costs tend to be in the $3-4000 range, which would not
qualify for the $3000 maximum self help grant;and = _ R
" Despite improvements in access to Guaranteed Student Loans for
UNCEF college students (through the CitiBank-HEAL program and
the efforts of Sallie Mae); loan availability to black undergraduate
students still is not universal and college student aid officers fear
high student dependence in a period of high linemiployment among
Black Americans. - . o
__Finally, using the GSL program as a basis for accumulating the
40% self-help contribution seriously offends the intent of Congress
when it developed the program. In S. Rept. 89-673, the Senate
Committee noted the following specific functions for the GSL pro-
gram at the time it was created. . - -

The committee believes this program provides a final line of fi-

nancial defense for families and students from ‘all levels of income:
The student in great need who is receiving a scholarship, a nation- .
al defense student loan, and a job under work-study has this addi-~
tional financial storm cellar available if emergencies arise. If _he
must give up a job for a time, if catastrophic illnesses occur in the
family, this extra source of aid can enable him to continue without
loss of his year of schooling. A family of midlevel income can uti-
lize this source of assistance to survive similar mishaps without
crippling interruption of the family life. The most essential feature
is that in emergencies this credit resource can be depended on; a
condition not_ usually known by low and middle-income families:
(Emphasis added.) . I
“Rather than being a “storm cellar” or “a final line of defense”,
the Guaranteed Student Loan program would become every stu-

dent/family’s first option. At a time when GSL costs are declining
due to defiation and the introduction of the “needs test”; the Ad-

ministration is recommending changes which will compel more stu-

dents to borrow (thereby increasing Federal interest subsidy and

special allowance costs). Because more low and middle income stu-
dents will be forced to borrow—absent a dramatic change in_cur-
rent unemployment trends and the beginning average. salaries of
baccalaureate degree recipients (39,200)—student loan defaults are

also likely to increase.

P

vy




57

FUNDING FOR PELL GRANTS
o Fiscal year— Fiscal year 1984
b Committee
Presiden!’s  pn moemoas
1981 1982 1983 Toqust 80 rmmmai
Pell grants (millions) : oo S2604  $2419  §2419 0 $25% $3,000
Maximam g . §L670° $1.800  S$1.800 0 $1.800 NA
Kverage grant. O SLET0 3949 NA | J— NA
RECIDIENLS (MIHIONS) .........cooersoe e sfeeerssierennn 27 2.55 NA 0 25 NA

) éijiiifhi;ﬁﬁﬁ'i'}ih i:ijijCA'i'ibﬁAL 6i5i56§'i'ijﬁi'i'§' Cii}.ﬁ'i' (SEOG)

gram is scheduled for elimination under the FY 1984 budget as
part of the new self-help grant proposal. According to the Adminis-
tration, Federal mionies can be distributed more equitably if the
SEOG program' is folded into the self-help grant with the Pell

-Grant program. However, the new self-help grant would be totally

administered at the Federal level and the concept of allowing

campus student financial aid officers the ability to provide funding
on an individual by individual basis would be lost. The major ad-

vantage of SEOG and other campus-based programs is that they

- allow individual student circumstances to be taken into considera-

tion in determining the amount of assistance that is really neces-
sary for a student to be able to attend school: .
Moreover, although the maximum aw ird avallable, to students

under the proposed self-help grant is. $3,000. The percent of all stu-
dents who receive aid and attend independent colleges or un,wﬁersr

ties receive more than $38,000 in grants. Once a student receives the

$3,000 maximum grant under the new self-help program-there are

no other grants available: Under the current system of financial as-
sistance;, a student could receive an $1800 Pell Grant award and
still be ehglble for up to $2000 in SEOG ‘monies and $200Q in SSIG
(48% more than is available under the new proposal).”

It is also possible for campus aid officers to transfer monies ﬁbiii
the College Work Study program to_the SEOG program to increase
the amount of grants monies available. The Administration has

stated that it will allow this practlce to. continue and that_it will

' SEOG accounts from the College Work Study program.

FUNDING FOR SEOG
 Fiscal year— Fiscal year 1984
1981 1982 gy Prders  Cuen sy 'gm';‘:,'me*
aé&i (mnllmns) ........... ere e b B ,iaio iiﬁ.d §35i4 ’ 6 E ﬁii - iiio
Recipets 586000 440000 545,000 () 655000 654000

£



58 \
FUNDING FOR SEOG—Continued \‘

y
v

Fiscal yeat— Fiscal year 1084 *

R— — - Presdent's  Current policy menda
1381 1982 1983 request estima e ena:
= \

Avetage A0, s S681 $600 $650 (1 $540: ©  $540

T Sore._ircrieys, Wl bé.available. for_awards m hiscal yeat 1984 decause of transter from the CWS account. However, the amount of moneys
and awards cannot be eshimated at this time .

STATE STUDENT INCENTIVE GRANT PROGRAM (SSIG) |
_ The Reagan Administration has requested no funding for the
SSIG program for FY 1984. The Administration’s rationale for

climinating the program is that many states already overmatch
the amount of money received from the Federal government and
that it is no longer necessary. The Administration also suggests

that the program represents an unnecessary intrusion into state af-
fairs. While it is true that 42 states and territories do overmatch
the Federal funds, seventeen do not, and last year some states re-
turned money because they could not meet the required Federal
match. For the students in these states, elimination of the program“\

will probably also mean elimination of state funds for higher Edui\

cation: o Lt Ll
" Through the SSIG program and its state matching moneys over
300,000 awards were made during academic -year 1981-82. Current

appropriations for the program are $60 million. Elimination of the

program will also impact upon the total Federal. student aid pro-

gram. Over three-quarters of g/l Pell Grant recipients with family
incomes between $12,000 and $15,000 also receive an SSIG or SE

award if they attend a private four-year postsecondary institution.
Even more importantly, the existence of SSIG_funding allows

campus student financial aid officers the flexibility to award
moneys on a case by case basis that acknowledges special circum-

stances. Although the new self-help grant has a greater- magimum

than the previous Pell Grant the loss of flexibility in addressing in-

dividual cases will pose serious problems and in some cases make it . |

~ impossible for students to attend institutions of their choice.

I Funding for SSIG ,

Fiscal year: : ' " Millions
1982

.. 1983 e

Fiscal year 1984: .
President’s request
Current policy estimate
Committee récommendation

SPECIAL SERVICES FOR DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS (TRIO) -
_ Special Services for Disadvantaged Students or_TRIO consists of
five programs aimed at assisting low-income or. disadvantaged and
first generation college students to overcome some of the barriers
to both access and completion of postsecondary education. TRIO
services include inforiiatiori, tutorials; counseling; and assistance

)
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beneficiaries of TRIO programs. . _
_ Talent search.—An_off-campus_ community-based recrultmg pro-
gram which publicizes .educational opportunities and . counsels

young people on financial aid and offers tutorials in academic

areas. Two-thirds of Talent Search participants are either placed in

g‘vftsecondary institutions or are college drop outs who return.
enty percent of all minority freshmen in colleges and universi-
ties today have been placed by Talent Search or Educational Op-
portunity Centers.

. Educational opportunity centers.—Both on and off-campus educa-

tion resource centers providing information and recruiting in geo-

. graphic areas of high concentration, low-income families: Similar to

&Qeczal services for dzsaduantaged students —An _on-campus_com-
pensatory- and counseling service for students from disadvantaged
backgrounds incliding the physically handicapped. The program

offers tutorials; counseling and guidance: Program evaluations are
inconclusive, but suggest higher grade point averages and gradua-

tion rates for participants. TRIO funds are also used for training
staff.

Fiscal year 1984 budget recommendations o

_ Special Programs for the. Dlsadvantageu (TRIO) have been sched-
uled for a rescission of $29.556_million for_fiscal year 1983 and
funding of only $35 million for fiscal year 1984. The rationale for

the reduction of funding in fiscal year 1984 is the Administration
feels that most schools will continue to fund outreach programs for

minority individuals and that funding for the program should be
targeted to only historically black colleges and universities. There-
fore; as part of its proposal the Administration is proposing legisla-
tive changes to restrict the 335 million to use only for Special Serv-
ices and only by historically black postsecondary institutions.

. The amount of the funding, $35 million, is the same amount of
Spec1al Services money that is currently allocated to all Title III

schools: Title 1 sctioolg are by definition those schools which are -
eligible to receive mcnies under Title III of the Higher Education
Act; with lower educational and géneral expenditures and large

numbers of low-income students. However, not all Title III schools
are historically black. In fact; for fiscal year 1983 historically black
colleges and universities received only $25 million under Special
Services. Whlle some of the schools whlch are currently operatmg
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grams without Federal support, those Title III schools which will
no longer be receiving aid probably cannot. . . .
The Administration’s fiscal year 1984 budget request is inconsist-

erit with its stated goal of helping low-income and minority stu-
dents. TRIO does not just help students attending historically black
colleges. Many other low-income and minority students; such as
Hispanic students; have ‘greatly benefitted from its programs.
Eliminating funding for all but the historically black colleges and
universities will serve to deny those students the riecessary-out-

reach and counseling Services to help them acquire a college educa-

tion. The impact of the proposal will be to steer black students into .
historically black colleges and universities and deny needed serv-

ices to all other low-income, first generation and minority students.

As the Subcommittee learned in its recent hearings: S
It appears that te Administration believes that predominant-
iy white institutions do not need Special Services projects. It is

not clear if this philosophy is predicated on an assumption that
these institutions should not enroll siudents who need support-
ive services, or an assumption that these institutions can

afford to offer these services without federal assistance. In my
view, neither of these assumptions is correct. At Rutgers Uni-
versity, for example; tuition has increased 80% in the last four

years and a 12% increase is projected for next year: But even

with this increase in tution; the state is recommending that

the University budget be cut by five and one-half million dol- -

lars next year, a cut necessitated by.the serious economic prob-
lems which the state faces. In this situation, the chances of the
state or institiition picking up the .cost of providing the sup-
portive services now underwritten by federal funds i§ almiost
nil. In fact, the EOC part of my operating budget has been
frozen at present levels for the past three years. (Testimony of
Dr. Earl Farrol;, Director of Special‘Services, Livingston Col-
__lege, Rutgers University). - = . - R .
Recent studies of the Upward Bound and Special Services pro-
grams have demonstrated their effectiveness: In 1980; the Research
Triangle _Institute completed a second follow-up study of 333
Upward Bound students which found.’ - i . L
~ The Upward Bound Program appears to be having a beneficial
impact on student’s education aspirations, postsecondary education
progress, and persistence; L L
 Upward. Bound students remained in school longer, receiveif
higher GPAs and showed better progress toward a degree.
; 1976-80 study of the Special Services program, which included |
200 stiidernts at 58 projects.in 48 continental states; concluded

that eligible participants who rective a full range of services hav
a positive impact in several areas. Students receiving services tend
to remain in school longer, complete the course work attempted

and perform better (in grade point average terms) than non-special
services perticipants:

6.




¥

61 : X

FUNDING AND PARTICIPANTS FOR TRIO

Pical year— ° Fiscal year 1984 \
N T
1961 982 19831 reterts  Comeal poky et

Talenit search: .. . o [ N - I IR
Fil " $17 - S17.1 $1.1 0 $17.9 $17.9

T ---170 - 167 --- 167 | R - 187

189,000 197,453 185,560 | TR 185,560

8 $7.8 $1.8

32 -3 -3

108,000 109,400 102,836

$66.5 $637.  $E82
T W W
7500 35805 34750
635 $607 $60.7
§13 0 640
157000 1s0622 141585

FUnding. (IGNS) ..o | $9 $9
Prog nfracts) 1 9 10
550 1,000 @

o Projected alocatieds. . .. . . . ..

* All program numbers 3re estimates. based on_proportioned aflocations .for TRIO projects, Special Services programs are up for awards in fiscal
yeat 1984, and iiwreases are. assummied 1o be_focused on this program. E d

2 Participant estimate simélar to fiscal year 1982

" With the elimination of all TRIO Services and the restrictions on

eligible institutions to provide programs under Special Services; the
adoption of the President’s budget would leave over 450,000 stu-

dents unserved by these successful programs, or 85 percent fewer
students, drop-outs returning to school, and those who.would not

attend college without the assistance of programs such as Talent
Search and Upward Bound participating.

. The rescission request for fiscal 1983 would result in the elimina-
tion of Talent Search, Educational Opportunity Centers and staff

training programs as well as a 10 percent reduction in the number

of Upward Bound programs funded. A total of approximately
308,000 students would not be served if the rescission is accepteg;
- The Administration’s FY 1984 budget recommendations raises
the essential and fundamental question—whether TRIO is to be
classified as a student aid program or an institutional aid program?
The_ reasoning for the Administration’s position appears to be
predicated on the false- notion that compensatory educational prac-
tices_and services should not be universally available and federally
assisted at all types of postsecondary institutions. As the National
Council of Educational Opporiunities Associations has said “. . .
the Administration has no appreciation for maintaining or acceler-

ating the demand for financial did . . . or improving the retention -
of disadvantaged students already in postsecondary education.”

. TRIBALLY CONTROLLED COMMUNITY COLLEGE ASSISTANCE

. _The Tribally Controlled Community College Assistance Act was

first enacted in 1978 with appropriations authorized for three fiscal

o
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years tﬁtbugh September 30, 1982. The Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
t] "1881 (P.L. 97-85) extended the authorizations through
fiscal year 1984. The Act Fi;bvid'ed,,fcr basic operational support

based on a full-time equivalent Indian student formula. Currently,
eighteen colleges-in seven states are participating in the program:
lackfeet Community College, Browning, Mont.
College of Ganado, Ganado; Ariz. . = . . = .
Cheyenne River Co-umunity Cbllééé,Eégl,é,;Biitté, S. Dak.

Deganawidah-Quetzalcoat! University, , Calif.
Navajo Community College, Tsaile, Ariz.
Oglala Sioux Community College, Kyle, S. Dak. °
Salish-Kootenai Community Coll é%‘,«‘;}l{?’ﬁblb, Mont:

Sinte Gleska College; Rosebud, S. .
Sisseton-Wahpeton College Center, Sisseton, S. Dak:. .
Dull Knife Memorial College; Lame Deer; Mont. -
Fort Berthold Community College, New Town; N: Dak:

Fort Peck Community College, Poplar, Mont. =~ =
Little Big Horn Community College, Crow: Agency, Mont.

Standing Rock Community College, Fort Yates, N. Dak.
Turtle Mountain Community Coilege, Belcourt, N. Dak.
Little Hoop Community College, Fort Totten, N. Dak.

Lummi College of Fisheries; bummi Island; Wash. .
Nebraska Indian Community College, Winnebago, Neb.

The colleges have been able to develop curricula responsive to
~ommiunity needs and relevant to cominunity culture: Studenti

- rsisence and the successful-completion of academic programs has

.2voved substantially. Community. outreach programs are _being
.- etoped to serve a maximum number of tribal members, often in
eas of extreme isolation. Location of the colleges (and branch
rrapuses) within the reservations minimize the problems of trans-
.orcation, living expense; and cultural dislocation which have often
rendered matriculation and education at traditional, off-reservation
colleges n:nrly impossible for mr - Native American students.
_ The tribally-controlled colleges funded under this program have
presented very encouraging evidence of their accomplishments:
Dropout rates are significantly lower than for Indian students at

traditional colleges; a high percentage of graduates obtain employ-
ment on or near the reservation, thus using their education and .
skills for the benefit of the tribal commumity; a significant number

of graduates continue their education toward a bachelor’s degree
and post-graduate degrees; and the colleges themselves are improy-

ing themselves as academic, cultural and resource centers for their
communities. e - ;

The needs being met by these institutions, however, continue to
exist and are increasing in severity. On the reservation served by
participating colleges; unemployment ranged from 33% to an as-
tounding 79%, according to Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) statis-
tics (December 1981). In view of these staggering unemployment
ﬁ’gut’e,sﬁthgaccomglishments of the tribally-controlled community
colleges are laudable. For example, the Oglala Sioux Community
College (Pine Ridge reservation, unemployment 75%) reports that
86% of its graduates are employed, and that 90% of the graduates

who have gone on to further their education have returned to the
reservation for employment. Turtle Mountain Community College
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(Unemployment 40%) reported on a follow-up study of students
graduating between the year 1974-1980: .. ., = = . _
__There were a_total of 60 degrees awarded with one individual

earning two. degrees. Forty-three completed the questionnaire
forms which were mailed tothem._
~ Of the 43 responses; 26 former graduates went to complete their
bachelar degreel Two have earned their masters degree. All are
. employed; one (1) being self-employed; six (6) are employed by the
Bureau of Indian Affairs or .United States Government; one (1) is
‘an_ordained_priest; one (1) works for the local hospital. Four are
catpenters, the. occupation for which they were trained; with one
holding the position of carpenter foreman. . o
Reports from other participating schools show similar progress.
_The_tribally-coutrolled colleges are unquestionably moving for--

ward in the direction of tribal self-determination and self-sufficien-
cy. The need for a stable financial base, for improved physical facil-

ities and for continued Federal support are clear: Progress toward
institutional accreditation for all 18 colleges is critical. Two of the
insti*utions are fully accredited as two-year institutions and one of
these has just received accreditation as a four vear institution.
Thirteen others are in the accreditation process; nine of which are
in the final stages. The Tribally Controlled Community College As-
sistance Act has contributed substantially to the progress of the
colleges toward full accreditation: _ . _ Sl
__Congress enacted S. 2623 in the final days of the 97th Congress,
however; the President vetoed the bill citing the trust responsibili-
ty, legislative veto and new authorizations (construction and en-
doWwment provisions) as the reasons for his actiom: =~ _

In fiscal years 1982, 1983 and 1984, the authorization for the pro-

gram was included in™a nonspecific overall authorization for all
Bureau of Indian Affairs education programs of $262.3 million for
FY 1982; $276.1 million for FY 1983, and $290.4 million for FY 1984
(Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981, P.L. 97-35, Section
518). The bill vetoed by the President did not change the-levels in-

" cluded in the Reconciliation Act. The bill reinstituted a $30 million
level authorization for the program for fiscal years 1985, 1986, and

1987, and $3.2 million for training and technical assistance (T/T4)
for the same years. This was the amount contained for FY 1982 in
the original (1978) authorization:

* FUNDING FOR TRIBALLY CONTROLLED COMMUNITY COLLEGES

* (I mdiions)

Fiscal year
1981 1932 1983

Authotization: Feasibilty studies and technical assistance... —— —
Appropriation: Feasibility- studies and technical assistance.: $0.65 30.574 $0.117

Navajo Community College

__The Navajo Community College has been covered under a sepa-
rate authorization since 1971. The. authorization has been “‘such: .
sums .as may be necessary” for all fiscal years from FY 1980-1981:

\\

N
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Under the Omnibus Cudget Reconciliation Act of 1981; the sepa-
rate authorization was subsumed in the same general authorization
mentioned above. The authorization for N.C.C. would; not be affect-
ed by the amendments in any way. o

Funding for Navajo Commiunity Colleges 1
Fiscal year:

Issues in the 98th Congress o

 The Subcommittee Chairman will meet with the college presi-
dents to discuss strategy and the areas which _precipitated the
_ President’s veto. After consulting with Subcommittee members and
“the bill's cosponsors, a _new reauthorization bill HLR. 2307 intro-

duced. Early action by the Committee and the House is expected:
" FUNDING FOR TRIBALLY CONTROLLED COLLEGES )

" {Dollar amounts in milions; fiscal years] |

I
o ol

i R om s vl oot
poest ofile " gabon

Tiibally controlled S se83l $5897 85506 ($5.506 .
Navajo. DRI Lﬂ 3.840 3.840 3.840 .

~

7  VETERANS' COST OF INSTRUCTION PROGRAM (VCIP)
VCIP was created in 1976 to provide improved and expanded
services. to veterans enrolled .in_institutions of higher education.
The authorizing legislation stipulates that an insti;tuti,on, is entitled

to receive $150 for each full-time ‘equivalent undergraduate veteren

‘who is currently or has ever received tutorial, remedial; or special
reparatory benefits under the GI bill (CH 34, Title 38 USE) and
5300 for each full-time equivalent. andergraduate Veteran receiving
vocational rehabilitation or education assistance bénefits under the
GI bill (CH 34, Title 34 USC). However,; because of limitations in

appropriations in recent years fiinds: have had tlue pro-rated to
amounts equal to much less than the prescribed amount. 1982-83

academic year funding is only equal to nine percent of the amoui.t
needed to fully fund the program and payments of| $2.70 instead of
$150 and $19.40 instead uf $300. P.L. 96-374 calls {for contribution
of VCIP through September 30;1985. = - o

" VCIP programs are present on over 850. college and university
campuses throughout the United, States. They perform five man-
- dated services for veterans: outreach, reccuitment, counseling, spe:

cial education and maintenance of a full-time Office of Veterans
Affairs. The offices are also responsible for the certification of vet-
. erans benefits. . . ix L
. After VCIP was given the respgijljibj,liﬁtyifqr”;,;'g”cergiﬁcatian

process in_ 1976, experditures in overpayments under the GI bill
were reduced by $280 million. That amounts to more savings than
— ‘ R i
6 = _ l
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the entire cost of the program since its inception. It is estimated

that if the program were eliminated today; overpayment awards
would reach $800 million in a year becduse of the increassd com-
plexity of the award process since 1976. - o ,
Campus VCIP-offices also provide services to graduate veterans
and widows and dependents of disabled veterans. Last year over

. 500,000 veterans and their dependents were served. Additionally,

YCJEP@Y@,éﬁjﬁﬁﬂéCi)il,[iiéli{ig,éétviééi not available from other
campus services. Most counseling and other campus services zre

designed for students 18-22 years old. The average Viet Nam Era
veteran is 32 years old and many veterans are educationally disad-

vantaged or have been away from school for a long time. VCIP
staff are mostly Viet Nam veterans themselves and have an under-
standing of the types of problems veterans face.

Issues in the 98th Congress

,,Althbu%h not directly related to the VCIP program; one compo-
nent of the TRIO programs addresses the needs of veterans who
dre from disadvantaged educational backgrounds; but have the

desire and capabilitie3 to attend a postsecondary institution. Veter-
ans Upward Bound focuses counseling and remedial attention to
begin studies at an institution of higher education. The Presidernt’s
proposed fiscal 1984 budget would eliminate Upward Bound pro-
grams; including those aimed at veterans: Combined with the zero

proposal for YCIP, -no veterans services would be provided.
FY 1984 budget recommendations . .

_._This year; as last; the President’s budget requests that FY 1983
funding for the VCIP program be rescinded and that there be no
funding for FY 19¢4. There are serious problems inherent in this
proposal. Perhups the major monetary contribution of VCIP is the
reduction _in_overawards_ that has occurred since._its. incertion:
Ninety percent of the VCIP offices handle the certifieation procrss
for GI benefits for the Veterans Administration. This process ~1ust
continue if veterans attend an institution: Certification is complex
and has become frr more complicated with the demand for in-

creased accountabi:i'v. Without the expertise of VCIP staff ini this
area, problems with the process will increase dramatically—caus-
ing long delays that can lead to denial of benefits to eligible veter-
ans. More importantly the likelihood of overpayments will increase

dignificantly. The estimated $800 million in overawards that would

~ result if VCIP were discontinued is no small amount and the cur-

rent appropriation of $3 million is miniscule in_comparison: $3 mil-
‘lion is a small premium to pay to save $800 million. =~
. Moreover, at a time when the Administration is attempting to
increase military viability and the attractiveness of military serv--
ice to young mien, it is counterproductive to turn our backs on vet-

erans. who have already served. It is a clear statement that this
counti—i 8 not willing to fulfill its commitment to those who served
after their e: listment is over. On November 11; 1982 this Adminis-
tration and the American populace at large joined with veterans of
the Viet Nam War to signify this country’s appreciation for their

~ service and .to show the.debt that is owed to them. Eliminating
VCIP would most certainly have the effect of tarnishing those

noble sentiments.



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

FUNDING FOR THE VEIP PROGRAM

IDoJE( amounts in nulhons hscal years]

l

1981 1982 1983 Presdents  Ooen SOOI
fequest B’pt?‘male mmznm
$6.2 $4.8 1830 0 $3.1 $4.3
885 858 858 20 858 858
+ Rescrssion of fotal funding for fiscal year 1983 requested.
2 fshimate.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION
fi su! yBT—‘ TT“IB%w Fscang ﬁsm yea( ﬁs%gf’ Fiscal year r"‘i‘gg{""
'apbmb:iai"" _appropti- . Continding Prwdgm s C:g-:‘,' authoriza- gmmm
actual ation aclual resvution request - fion level " datien
Migrant eaucation 1 15 / 818 797 .
Pell grants. ,604.0 24190 / 1238 25320 23,009.0
Supplerrieiital opportanity grants.. 370.0 3554 0 3720 3700
550.0 540.0 850.0 565.0 550.0
186.0 193.4 40 202.2 202.2
_ 168 _ 600 0 - b8 --7638
2;312.5 3,100.5 20471 2349.0 2,349.0
156.5 154.7 B0 1624 1700
Velerans cost of instraction... _ 6.019 ~30 . 48
Strenghiteming i mstllullons i 1200 129.6 1334
5.0 48 50
Céopefalwe egucation [ 230 144 20.0
lternational édﬂealien . 21.8 210 306
Graduate support 119 14.0
Construction . 25.0 282
Special endowments...... 118 0.
Law.and edacation ... 1.6 20,
fung. for improvement_of poslsecondary L o - B
education .. : 135 115 | 117 50 12.3 135 123
) H|gher edacation facilities loan and insus- o i
ance fond. ..... 489 20.2 19.8 200 .. -20.0
College housing. 420 400 0 4750
New_initiatives......... . j 82000
National Cymmission on Student Financial o
__Assistan‘e ... . 10 . --0- e
Howard_Un.versity. 1452 1452 159.7 145.2 1452 159.7.
ibari 801+ %03 0 81.2 92:2 88.35
Ve
‘\ - - - B R
J v -6 R iy ") L
108 | -115 -114 .96 96 1349
-4 2898 2330 233.0 325.34
\ .
R o S
75800 62888  B5125 conennsscniinnn, 112988

1 There is no-actual-Pell grant funding.in the

_2 This_amoun!_incudes funding for a SZ 000 maxiaum Pell grant and a fiscal mr 1983 supplamental to 2

lhe 1983 B4 schotd year
h_sums

i
’Ihe $15.000,000-recommended_is nof.2 direct. a;?aw:n!%?u‘%m m avall?yNe a; a
pld mal N 5 onl

__3The_President has recommended -$50.000,000

postsecondary portion_ai_H.R—1310_(HR._1699)_and. 2_other new_proj
 Shared with Subcommittee on Elementary, i

©)

g administration’s_fiscal year 1384. Buﬂﬁel (zhown.as. sell-help_grants

n

result of 'eoaymem of m‘x
The amount shovin includes lundmg

ry and Vout?;nal Education and Subcommnl(ee on Select Education.




